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White Identity: A Review Essay 


Raymond Wolters 





White Identity: Racial Consciousness in the 21s! Century 
Jared Taylor 
Oakton, VA: New Century Books, 2011 


I readily agreed to review Jared Taylor’s new book, White Identity. 
How could I refuse? During the last two decades Taylor has greatly 
influenced my thinking about racial matters. 

Taylor has said that his book will be a success “if at least a few 
readers ... become open to the possibility that ... people of all races 
generally prefer the company of people like themselves; [that] racial 
diversity is a source of conflict, not strength.”! He hopes to persuade 
readers to break away from racial assumptions that have become con- 
ventional in modern America. He aims to revive opinions that are 
akin to the views of most of the America’s Founding Fathers, to the 
beliefs of the men who are commemorated on Mount Rushmore, and 
to the ideas of the great majority of White Americans up until the 
1950s and 1960s. 

Effecting this “renaissance” requires tact and strategy as well as a 
thorough knowledge of the relevant history and science. In White 
Identity, Taylor does not mention “the Jewish question” that is often 
discussed in The Occidental Quarterly, and recent discoveries about 
evolution and advances in genome science receive less attention in 
Taylor’s new book than in his magazine, American Renaissance. Some 
critics have taken exception to the omission and soft pedaling. Never- 
theless, White Identity is the single best summary of the evidence 
against racial sentimentalism and for race realism. 


I 
I am one of Taylor’s converts and, that being so, the story of my 
conversion may shed light on the prospects for a revival of White 


1 Jared Taylor, quoted by Connor Mitchell, “Review of Jared Taylor’s White Iden- 
tity,” The Occidental Observer, May 23, 2011. 

http://www. theoccidentalobserver.net/201 1/05/review-of-jared-taylors-white-identity- 
racial-consciousness-in-the-2 | st-century/ 
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identity. My hope is that, since Taylor’s goal is to bring over people 
from one belief to another, an account of my awakening will be more 
than a self-indulgent reminiscence. My hope is that a recounting of 
my personal journey will provide some insight into what needs to be 
done to make additional converts. 

From 1944 until 1956, I attended Catholic schools in Los Angeles 
County. During those years, my life revolved around activities at ei- 
ther the schools or at my local parish. At my high school, St. Francis 
High School near Pasadena, most of the teachers were Capuchin 
priests from Ireland, and never since have I known a better company 
of men. In 2002, I dedicated one of my books to the memory of five of 
these teacher-priests. 

Although I spent my youth within the orbit of Catholicism, most of 
the people in my family’s neighborhood were White Protestant Chris- 
tians with traditional cultural values and conservative views on poli- 
tics. Edgar W. Hiestand was the local Congressman, and Hiestand 
was an avowed member of the John Birch Society. So was John 
Rousselot, the Congressman from the neighboring district in San Ma- 
rino. At one town meeting I heard Rousselot scoff about his critics, 
saying, “Some of them say I think there is a Communist under every 
bed. That’s not true. Sometimes there are two of them!” 

When I left Pasadena in 1956 to go to college at Stanford, my moth- 
er warned that the professors there would say that people like my 
parents and most of their friends were suffering from fright fantasy. 
The professors would say there was no Communist subversion in 
Washington. They would say that investigations of this matter were 
the products of a feverish “Red Scare.” The professors would rail 
against “McCarthyism” and “witch hunts.” And so they did. 

Some years later I thought of my parents when I was reading We 
Now Know (1997), a book by historian John Lewis Gaddis.* By then 
my parents had passed on, but I could imagine quite a scene. “What's 
that book about?” they would have asked. Then I would explain that 
thanks to conclusive evidence in the former Soviet archives, the 
Venona files that had been closed prior to the 1990s, scholars now 
knew that during the presidencies of Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry 
Truman the U.S. government had employed hundreds of people who 
were spying for the Soviet Union. “Heck,” Mom and Dad would say, 
“We knew that all along.” 





John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997). 
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Although my background was conservative in its views about reli- 
gion, culture, and Communism, the prevailing views on race and civil 
rights were ambivalent. My parents and their friends regarded Blacks 
as a distinctive group that should be kept at a distance socially. They 
gave me to understand that there were boundaries, the most signifi- 
cant being a taboo against inter-racial dating or marriage. At the same 
time, my parents and their friends also believed that Blacks were often 
treated unfairly, and they wanted to end the abuses. They were op- 
posed to discriminating against Black workers or to disparaging the 
Negro race. They were opposed to laws that required segregation. 

Any tension that might have resulted from this ambivalence was 
obscured at the time, for America was a predominantly White country 
then, and everyone assumed it would remain that way. In these cir- 
cumstances, the significant adults in my world believed that the cour- 
tesies of life could be exchanged across the color line without any 
danger to the established order. Formal segregation was not needed, 
but only because there was an informal consensus that Blacks and 
Whites, while interacting in public life and in the world of work, 
should live in different neighborhoods and remain separate in most 
things social. 

I was exposed to different views during the years when I was an 
undergraduate student at Stanford and a graduate student at the Uni- 
versity of California, Berkeley (1956—1965). On these campuses, the 
prevailing beliefs were that Blacks had not just been treated unfairly 
but were, in addition, as capable as Whites when it came to intellectu- 
al aptitude and the ability to develop and maintain civilizations. One 
of my favorite professors, Kenneth M. Stampp, summed up this view 
in memorable language, “Negroes are after all only White men with 
Black skins, nothing more, nothing less.”% 

When it came time for me to write a doctoral dissertation, I asked 
Charles Sellers to be my major professor. I did so because Sellers was 
both an outstanding historian and a civil rights activist who was then 
serving as the president of the Berkeley chapter of the Congress of Ra- 
cial Equality (CORE). I joined Professor Sellers in one demonstration 
where I carried a sign that urged Blacks, “Don’t Buy Where You Can’t 
Work.” Later I participated in demonstrations that urged upscale res- 
taurants to hire Blacks as waiters and car dealers to employ Blacks as 


3 Kenneth M. Stampp, The Peculiar Institution (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), 
vii. 
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salesmen. As had been the case when I was a teenager, during my 
twenties I went along with the views that prevailed among those who 
had become the most significant adults in my life. 

Yet there was an abiding ambivalence. I had left Pasadena for 
Berkeley, but I retained many middle-class values. One was a conven- 
tional desire to get ahead in my chosen profession and eventually to 
support a family. I decided to write a dissertation on a racial matter 
— how African Americans were affected by the policies of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt’s New Deal. But that choice was influenced by more than 
sympathy for the civil rights movement. I also calculated that this 
subject would be a good way to “make it” in academe. I was betting 
that racial topics would be in vogue during the years to come, and my 
choice of the New Deal and the Negro was confirmed in 1963 when I 
learned that there were thousands of hitherto unexamined letters and 
other documents in the files of the NAACP. I was 25-years old at the 
time, and I reckoned that even if I did not have the maturity to ana- 
lyze the New Deal or to illuminate race relations, I could make a con- 
tribution to knowledge simply by summarizing the contents of those 
documents. To this day, I continue to urge young graduate students 
to work with neglected primary sources. Since the 1970s, however, I 
have warned that most universities discriminate against White people 
when it comes to filling positions that deal with racial matters. 

My ambivalence was also manifest in my personal life. In 1962 I 
married a young Berkeley graduate who had been reared as a South- 
ern Baptist. By then Mary and I had moved away from the religious 
milieu of our youths, but we were married in a Catholic church, and 
we never embraced even a smidgen of the lifestyle liberalism that was 
coming into fashion. We cringed when we heard about feminist con- 
sciousness-raising sessions. When we were blessed with three sons, 
we spent time with traditional activities like scouts and youth sports. 
We sent our boys to a predominantly White Catholic high school and, 
after having lapsed for several years, we began to attend Mass every 
Sunday. When we were able to buy a summer home on the water, we 
eschewed trendy Rehoboth Beach for the Chesapeake Bay, where our 
neighbors relaxed with boating, hunting, and classic American cars. 

Meanwhile I forged through the academic ranks. My dissertation 
received favorable notice when it was published in 1970, and another 
book of 1975 received even better reviews. At the age of 36, I was 
promoted to the rank of full professor at the University of Delaware, 
and I began to think about research for yet another book. At that time, 
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civil rights lawyers had brought a lawsuit seeking metropolitan bus- 
ing for racial balance throughout the northern portion of my home 
county, New Castle County, Delaware. From reading the local news- 
paper, I learned that the nearby city of Wilmington had been one of 
the first five jurisdictions that the Supreme Court, in Brown v. Topeka 
Board of Education (1954), had ordered to desegregate its public 
schools. Wilmington complied immediately, but desegregation led to 
inter-racial scuffles and a decline in cultural and academic standards. 
This touched off White flight, and enrollment in Wilmington’s public 
schools went from 73% White to 90% Black. I then learned that much 
the same had happened in three of the four other “Brown districts” — 
in Prince Edward County, Virginia, in Summerton, South Carolina, 
and in Washington, D.C.4 Only in Topeka, Kansas, where Blacks 
made up 8% of the students, had a sizeable number of Whites contin- 
ued to patronize the public schools. And desegregation had been 
problematic even in Topeka. 

In The Burden of Brown (1984), I told the story of how education had 
fared in these five school districts where desegregation began.° In the 
introduction and conclusion, and in a few statements that were inter- 
spersed in the text, I maintained that the misbehavior of Black stu- 
dents had created serious problems and that federal judges had made 
matters worse be redefining desegregation to mean something quite 
different from the original understanding. When the implementation 
order for Brown was handed down in 1955, “desegregation” was un- 
derstood to mean that students should be assigned to public schools 
on a racially non-discriminatory basis. Then, beginning in the mid- 
1960s and continuing for about 25 years, federal judges required as- 
signment by race to ensure that the mix of races at individual schools 
would be approximately the same as the proportions that existed in a 
larger region or state. The constitutional mandate had thus been 
changed from prohibiting racial discrimination to separate the races to 
requiring racial discrimination to mix them. 

The body of my book, however, was a straightforward account of 
how things had worked out in the five school districts. One reviewer 





4 Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). The Washington case, Bolling v. 
Sharpe, 347 U.S. 497 (1954), was decided separately but on the same day as Brown. 

5 Raymond Wolters, The Burden of Brown (Knoxville: University of Tennessee 
Press, 1984). 

6 Brown v. Board of Education, 349 U.S. 294 (1955), 300. 
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has described my style as “of the Sgt. Joe Friday school of analysis (for 
those too young to remember the TV program Dragnet, Joe Friday was 
the hard-boiled detective known for his ‘Just the facts, Ma’am’ 
style.)”” Another reviewer praised this detail for showing “what the 
ruling meant to real people in real schools.”® A third noted that in 
addition to analyzing the rationale of the federal courts, I showed 
“what those august deliberations did to real children in the class- 
rooms, and hallways, and lavatories.”° 

In a field where upholding the unalloyed benefits of integration 
was the official party line, there were some critics. One disparaged 
Burden as a “biased ideological brief” that had been disguised “in the 
garb of careful scholarship.”!° But most reviews were favorable, and 
one senior scholar said that my “depressing thesis ... probably repre- 
sents the new ‘prevailing wisdom.’”!! The American Bar Association, 
which previously had supported everything the federal courts had 
required in the name of desegregation, seemed to second this opinion 
in 1985 when it gave its annual Silver Gavel Award to The Burden of 
Brown. Civil rights activists picketed the awards dinner and said the 
book was “clearly racist in sentiment and tone.”!2_ But the awards 
committee stood by its decision, explaining that “the award was made 
for literary merit and for shedding interesting light on legal history 
and issues.”15 

In retrospect, it may seem that I was destined to embrace the views 
that Jared Taylor propounds. Prior to the 1990s, however, I had never 
heard of Taylor. I was a tenured professor at a good university. I was 
familiar with major historians of the United States, but I knew nothing 
about race realism, evolutionary biology, DNA, or the critique of cul- 
ture. 





7 Robert Weissberg, “Book Review,” Society (2009): 461-65. 

8 Thomas Jackson, “Integration ... Disintegration,” American Renaissance, July 
1993. 

° Steve Sailer, “What Obama Hasn’t Figured Out Yet,” iSteve.blogspot.com, April 
15, 2009. 

10 David Garrow, ‘Segregation’s Legacy,” Reviews in American History 13 (Sep- 
tember 1985): 428-32. 

™ Hugh Davis Graham, “Book Review,” Journal of American History 72 (June 
1985): 197. 

2 Juan Williams, “Book on Integration Termed ‘Clearly Racist’ Wins ABA 
Award,” Houston Post, July 5, 1985. 

13 Stuart Taylor, Jr., “When Lawyers Come to Town,” New York Times, July 12, 
1985. 
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My awakening occurred by chance. In 1993 my publisher sent me a 
review of a paperback edition of The Burden of Brown. The review had 
appeared in American Renaissance, a magazine that was unknown to 
me then, and the comments were so lively and insightful that I want- 
ed to know more about the magazine and its editor, Jared Taylor. 
Reading American Renaissance turned out to be a fateful step on my 
road to Damascus. The magazine exposed me to racial views that dif- 
fered markedly from the opinions that prevailed in the mainstream of 
academe. American Renaissance offered a modern defense of racial 
views that had prevailed in America before the 1960s. 

What lessons are to be learned from my experience? Perhaps the 
most important is that one must get out the word if one wishes to 
make converts. For half a century, the schools and mainstream media 
have been indoctrinating students and readers with the view that ra- 
cial differences are insignificant and that anyone who says otherwise 
is a deplorable racist. In my case, Jared Taylor broke through what 
might be called “the paper curtain” of racial correctness. But this 
happened quite by chance. 

To make more converts, Taylor must reach a larger audience. Yet, 
as can be seen by the publication imprint for White Identity, this is no 
easy task. Taylor is, in the words of Peter Brimelow, “arguably the 
most brilliant of the leaders of what is now sometimes called the “Al- 
ternative Right.’” Nevertheless, “two literary agents ... attracted by 
the manuscript’s undeniable skill and power, spent years trying to 
place it before giving up in surprised despair.”'4 White Identity was 
finally published, to be sure, but by a small foundation rather than by 
a major commercial press. It is only because of the internet and new 
developments in publishing technology that one can hope that Tay- 
lor’s views eventually will reach a large audience. 


I 
White Identity is a polished compendium of many of the views that 
have been the standard fare of American Renaissance. Taylor begins by 
challenging the belief that racial diversity is a positive good. He con- 
cedes that it has become commonplace for American leaders to cele- 
brate diversity. He notes that Barack Obama has declared, “the vast 
diversity of race and ethnicity is fundamental to our nation’s 


14 Peter Brimelow, introduction to Jared Taylor, “Jared Taylor on White Identity,” 
VDare.com, May 5, 2011. 
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strength” (p. 53). He quotes a statement of George W. Bush: “Diversity 
is one of America’s greatest strengths.” He notes that Bill Clinton an- 
nounced a new national goal: “We want to become a multiracial, mul- 
tiethnic society ... to prove that we literally can live without ... having 
a dominant European culture” (p. xii). 

Taylor challenges the assumption that underlies these statements 
— the assumption “that [race] is a trivial distinction it is our destiny to 
transcend.” Taylor maintains, rather, that “diversity is a weakness” 
and that it is natural for people “to prefer the company of people like 
themselves” (p. xvi). 

In making his case, Taylor takes exception to two social science 
theories that provided a rationale for what eventually became the po- 
litically correct conventional wisdom about race. One was the sociol- 
ogy of Swedish scholar Gunnar Myrdal, the author of An American Di- 
lemma (1944). When the Supreme Court handed down its decision in 
Brown v. Board of Education (1954), the Court celebrated Myrdal’s book 
as the epitome of “modern authority” on the relevant social science.!» 

As Myrdal saw it, White discrimination and low Negro standards 
caused one another. Segregation and discrimination depressed the 
Negro’s standards of living and morality, and Whites then pointed to 
the poverty and immorality as justification for segregation. According 
to Myrdal, segregation damaged Blacks, and the extent of the damage 
was reflected in the way Blacks lived. “The instability of the Negro 
family ... the emotionalism of the Negro church ... provincialism ... 
high Negro crime rate ... and other characteristic traits are mainly 
forms of social pathology which, for the most part, are created by the 
caste pressures.”16 Conversely, Myrdal believed that if society was 
desegregated, the behavior of Blacks would improve. Then White atti- 
tudes would improve further, and Blacks would continue to make 
progress. Myrdal thought the United States could reach a higher level 
of civilization and social justice if the vicious cycle were turned into a 
virtuous cycle (p. 23). 

Another influential concept emanated from Harvard University, 
where psychologist Gordon W. Allport developed the “contact theo- 
ry” of racial attitudes According to Allport, the vicious cycle could be 
broken if society was not just desegregated but, in addition, was inte- 


15 Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New York; Harper and Brothers, 1944); 
Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S 483 (1954), 494, 494 n.11. 
16 Myrdal, An American Dilemma, Ibid., 928-29. 
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grated so as to encourage interaction among Blacks and Whites. If 
Whites and Blacks of similar status interacted frequently, Allport pre- 
dicted, each group would discover a common humanity, and each 
group would form a favorable opinion of the other.!” 

Taylor, on the other hand, maintains that racial and ethnic con- 
sciousness is deeply rooted in human history. “Much of our evolution 
as a species,” Taylor writes, “took place before the invention of agri- 
culture, during the millions of years our human and proto-human an- 
cestors lived in hunter-gatherer bands. The members of small bands 
were usually related to each other, and it was important for them to 
cooperate and even sacrifice for each other.” In these circumstances, 
“strangers were potentially dangerous competitors for food and terri- 
tory” (p. 114) and groups that did not defend territory against intrud- 
ers were less likely to survive. 

Of course our lives today differ from those of hunter-gatherers, 
but Taylor maintains that many basic instincts remain unchanged. To 
support this point, he cites the work of several modern scholars. One 
is Finnish political scientist and evolutionary biologist Tatu Vanhan- 
en, who has written that “ethnic nepotism evolved in the struggle for 
existence because it was rational and useful” (p. 23). Another is Uni- 
versity of Washington anthropologist Pierre L. van den Berghe, who 
maintains that “the degree of cooperation between organisms can be 
expected to be a direct function of the proportion of genes they share” (p. 
114). A third is Harvard sociologist Robert Putnam who, after study- 
ing 41 different American communities that ranged from the extreme 
homogeneity of rural South Dakota to the very mixed population of 
Los Angeles, reported that there is a strong correlation between ho- 
mogeneity and trust, social cohesion, and civic engagement. Putnam 
was so troubled by the politically incorrect implications of this re- 
search that he delayed publication for five years while he checked his 
findings and tried in vain to find something other than racial and eth- 
nic diversity that would explain “why people in Maine and North 
Dakota trusted each other more than people in Los Angeles” (p. 130). 

Whether or not wariness and hostility toward strangers is a legacy 
of mankind’s evolutionary past, Taylor shows that it is alive and well 
in the modern world — and not just among humans. Taylor notes that 
animals also “have a preference for close kin, and study after study 


1 Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice (Cambridge: Addison-Wesley, 
1954). 
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has shown that they have a remarkable ability to tell kin from 
strangers” (p. 114). Chimpanzees, “our nearest living relatives ... live 
in bands within territories and show a ferocious in group-out group 
consciousness” (pp. 114-115). So it is also with ants, frogs, and squir- 
rels. “Even bees know who their relatives are. In one experiment, 
bees were bred for 14 different degrees of relatedness — sisters, cous- 
ins, second cousins, etc. — to bees in a particular hive. When the bees 
were then released near the hive, guard bees had to decide which ones 
to let in. They distinguished between degrees of kinship with almost 
perfect accuracy, letting in the closest relatives and chasing away 
more distant kin” (p. 115). 

Taylor reports that human beings have the same instincts. Like E. 
Raymond Hall, a professor of biology at the University of Kansas and 
the author of a well-regarded book on American wildlife, The Mam- 
mals of North America, Taylor believes that the races of man are biolog- 
ical subspecies and, quoting Hall, that “two subspecies of the same species 
do not occur in the same geographic area.” Taylor notes that Hall has fur- 
ther written, “to imagine one subspecies of man living on equal terms 
for long with another is but wishful thinking and leads only to disas- 
ter and oblivion for one or the other.” 18 

The Berkeley sociologist A. James Gregor has similarly observed 
that “social creatures throughout the animal kingdom” have mani- 
fested a “disposition to identify with only select members of [their] 
species.” Hence, “anything more than a casual or temporary contact 
between widely diverse races” has led, at the least, to “prejudice and 
discrimination and a subsequent rationalization for felt preferences.” 
On many occasions, mixing has led either to subordination or exter- 
mination. According to A. James Gregor, the nature of the racial sepa- 
ration or subordination has varied from place to place, but true amal- 
gamation has occurred only rarely — and then only over the course of 
centuries.!? 

Taylor drives this point home with a quotation from the Roman 
writer, Horace: “Though you drive Nature out with a pitchfork, she 
will ever find her way back” (p. 115). 





18 EK. Raymond Hall, The Mammals of North America (New York: John Wiley and 
Sons, 24 ed., 1981); quoted by Taylor, Ibid., 295. 

19 A. James Gregor, “On the Nature of Prejudice,” Eugenics Review, 52 (1961), 217- 
24. 
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Assaying the lives of ordinary Americans, Taylor presents a moun- 
tain of evidence to show that people of every race will go to great 
lengths to limit familiar interaction with members of another race. 
Countering the argument that racial consciousness will dissipate if 
people with different racial ancestries come together, Taylor shows 
that the presence of interracial acquaintance, not its absence, leads to in- 
creased racial consciousness and tensions. To prove his point, Taylor 
builds a temple of facts, brick-by-brick.”° 

James S. Coleman and other sociologists had previously document- 
ed the pattern of White avoidance with respect to school integration, 
where the rule of thumb is that an increase of 5% in Black pupils will 
cause about 10% of Whites to depart.2! But Taylor shows that this pat- 
tern extends far beyond school enrollments. He shows that racial sep- 
aration occurs in almost every area where Blacks and White have a 
choice. It is evident in their choice of the churches they attend, in their 
choice of TV shows and other entertainments, in their choice of names 
for children, and in their preference for living in racially homogene- 
ous communities. Taylor cites a Florida study that reported that alt- 
hough Blacks made substantial economic gains in comparison to 
Whites during the 1990s, “it was particularly surprising that we saw 
no [neighborhood integration] effect from the growing convergence of 
Black and White incomes” (p. 36). He cites a Berkeley study that re- 
ported that majorities of Whites, Hispanics, Blacks, and Asians agreed 
with the statement, “People are happier when segregated” (p. 41). He 
quotes a Black Berkeley professor who said integration “has not been 
approached or achieved because nobody wants it. Blacks have always 
wanted to associate with themselves” (p. 44). He cites a New Jersey 
study that reported that “of the 13,000 Black families in the area mak- 
ing more than $114,000 ... two-thirds chose to live in mostly Black 
neighborhoods.” He mentions a Black journalist’s account of a back- 
yard gathering in an affluent Black suburb of Atlanta. “The party 
suddenly went silent when a realtor’s car bearing a White couple, 
cruised down the street. “I hope they don’t find anything they like,’ 





20 Jim Goad, “Fear of an Erudite White,” Takimag.com, May 10, 2011. 

21 James S. Coleman et al., “Recent Trends in School Integration,” paper delivered 
to the American Educational Research Association, April 2, 1975; Raymond Wolters, 
Race and Education, 1954-2007 (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 2008), 229- 
33. 
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said one of the guests; ‘otherwise, there goes the neighborhood” (p. 
42). 

During the 1960s and 1970s, when there were a number of race riots 
and when federal courts demanded racially balanced mixing in many 
school districts, the national press devoted a good deal of attention to 
friction between Blacks and Whites. Those tensions (and the accom- 
panying media accounts) have subsided, thanks to White flight and a 
new jurisprudence that came to the fore during the tenure of Supreme 
Court Chief Justices William H. Rehnquist and John G. Roberts. 
“Now that the Supreme Court has virtually ruled out race-based stu- 
dent assignment,” Taylor notes, “the country is reverting to what was 
common in the North before the Brown decision: neighborhood 
schools that reflect segregated housing patterns” (p. 35). Yet there is 
one difference. To get away from Blacks, Whites have had to move 
farther and farther out into exurbs and small towns. 

Of course many people who lack economic wherewithal have had 
no choice but to live near predominantly Black inner cities, and this 
situation has ensured the persistence of strife in some schools. Taylor 
devotes several pages to discussing the conflicts between Blacks and 
Hispanics. Since there is a large population of both groups in Los 
Angeles, the schools and neighborhoods there should be “a showcase 
for diversity’s strengths.” In fact, however, Hispanics and Blacks have 
“stubbornly defied the expectations of those who praise diversity.” 
For decades, the schools and neighborhoods in Los Angeles have been 
virtual battlegrounds. 

The failure of integration has been especially evident in the na- 
tion’s prisons, where inmates have no choice but to submit to official 
dictates. By now, Hispanic inmates outnumber Blacks and racial ten- 
sions have been mounting. Incarcerated Whites, Blacks, and Hispan- 
ics all regard sticking together as “Rule No. 1’ for survival,” and Tay- 
lor opines that, for prisoners and guards alike, segregation would be a 
blessing. “It would save lives, relieve tension and probably ... im- 
prove race relations on the outside by sparing convicts racial violence 
that permanently embitters them.” Nevertheless, “because the United 
States is committed to integration, we ignore those who have the 
strongest case against it” (p. 75). We insist that prisoners must be ra- 
cially integrated. 





22 Tbid., 57. 
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White Identity contains three hundred pages of evidence demon- 
strating that humans “prefer to live in homogeneous communities ra- 
ther than endure the tension and conflict that arise from differences” 
(p. 135). Given the extent of this evidence, one might expect the advo- 
cates of diversity to present concrete evidence to show that heteroge- 
neity is beneficial. Yet this has not been the case. There are occasional 
references to the contributions of individual immigrants, but there is 
no extensive research to show that diversity increases community co- 
hesiveness or that diverse countries are happier and more peaceful 
than homogeneous ones. Some observers have expressed the hope 
that diversity of race, language, and ethnicity might become an ad- 
vantage for the United States in the emerging global economy. But so 
far homogeneous nations like China, Japan, and South Korea have 
fared better than diverse rivals like Brazil, Indonesia, and the U.S. 

The most persuasive argument for diversity does not come from 
systematic research in history or social science. It comes, rather, from 
an analogy — the assimilation of millions of ethnic White Americans 
who immigrated to the United States during the years from about 
1840 to 1920. Most of these newcomers hailed from non-English 
speaking European countries, and they initially identified themselves 
by nationality, such as “Italian” or “Polish.” Eventually, however, 
these immigrants inter-married and became amalgamated. A new 
ethnic group has emerged among Whites, who now have little linger- 
ing identification with a geographic homeland and view themselves 
simply as “European Americans.” 

Taylor attributes the successful amalgamation of different Europe- 
an ethnic groups to the fact that they were of the same race.%4* He 
might have added that this amalgamation was also facilitated because 
America’s leaders at the time were committed to amalgamation for 
Whites but only for Whites. Theodore Roosevelt, for example, 
worked assiduously to unite disparate groups of Europeans into one 
American people, but Roosevelt insisted that the reformed population 
had to be White.** Israel Zangwill, the author of the famous 1908 play 
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The Melting Pot, similarly celebrated America as “God's crucible, 
where all the races of Europe are melting and reforming!” *° 

Taylor considers the modern American celebration of multi-racial 
diversity a form of misguided national “cheerleading” (p. 135). He 
writes that “almost as an accidental by-product” of the immigration 
reform act of 1965, “the U.S. opened itself to large numbers of non- 
White newcomers who are now the primary source of diversity” (p. 
136). As a result of its new immigration policy, the United States, 
which previously been a bi-racial society that ranged from 80 to 90 
percent White and 10-20 percent Black, is destined to become a mullti- 
racial society in which no race will be a majority. In these circum- 
stances, criticism of diversity “raises the intolerable possibility that the 
U.S. has been acting on mistaken assumptions for half a century” (p. 
135). 

Taylor nevertheless reminds readers that “even orthodoxies crum- 
ble when they are obviously wrong” (p. 137). He notes that com- 
munism failed for many reasons, “not least because it was a misread- 
ing of human nature” (p. xvi). The communists failed because they 
built their society on the mistaken assumption that selfishness could 
be abolished. 

Taylor insists that America’s current leaders have also embraced 
“mistaken assumptions about race [that] are leading us in dangerous 
directions” (p. xv). The Soviet Union imploded after about 70 years, 
and Taylor expects that politically correct assumptions about race and 
diversity eventually will lead to the demise of the United States. 
Some readers will find it hard to accept this prospect. After all, as 
Taylor writes, “Americans are proud of their country and do not like 
to think it may have made a serious mistake” (p. 135). Taylor, howev- 
er, presents himself as a teller of hard truths. For years the masthead 
of American Renaissance has featured Thomas Jefferson’s statement, 
“There is not a truth existing which I fear or would wish unknown to 
the whole world.” 

Most modern Whites are loath to acknowledge the importance of 
race and ethnicity, but such has not been the case with Blacks and 
with recent immigrants from Latin America and Asia. “Racial identi- 
ty comes naturally to all non-White groups,” Taylor writes. Thus 
“Blacks call each other ‘brother’ and ‘sister’ and do not hesitate to 
work for explicitly racial ends” (p. 290). There is general acceptance of 
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the Black Congressional Caucus and of the fact that in general elec- 
tions the great majority of Blacks, regardless of their socioeconomic or 
educational backgrounds, vote the same way. 

“Like Blacks,” Taylor writes, “Hispanics simply put their people 
first.” They call their people Ja raza and affirm solidarity in their slo- 
gans. One group, the Chicano Student Movement proclaims, Por La 
Raza todo, Fuera de La Raza, nada. “For the race, everything. For those 
outside the race, nothing” (p. 137). Even Asians, who in the past gen- 
erally tried to assimilate as individuals, have recently begun to adopt 
“the tactics that other groups have found successful” (p. 203). Thus 
one pan-Asian organization whose founders included a former lieu- 
tenant governor of Delaware and a former chancellor of the Universi- 
ty of California, Berkeley, aims to deliver a massive 80 percent of the 
Asian vote to candidates who agree to its demands (p. 209).27 

Whites, on the other hand, “have a consciousness of race that is 
very different from that of minorities. They do not consciously attach 
much importance to the fact that they are White, and they view race as 
an illegitimate reason for decision-making of any kind.” Most White 
leaders have professed “color-blindness” as their goal, and some in- 
fluential writers and scholars see the White race “as uniquely guilty 
and without moral standing.” Among Whites, Taylor writes, the 
“current assumptions about race are a dramatic reversal of the views 

. of the Founding Fathers [and] of the great majority of Americans 
up until the 1950s and 1960s” (p. 217). 

The turnabout with respect to miscegenation has been especially 
notable. “Since colonial times the great fear of Whites was that if oth- 
er races were not held at a distance the result would be a mixing that 
would denature the [White] race.” Today, however, many White in- 
tellectuals, on the right as well as the left, regard miscegenation with 
favor. Thus Stephan and Abigail Thernstrom have written that the 
“crumbling of the taboo on sexual relations between the two races 
[Black and White]” is “good news.” “My great wish,” the conserva- 
tive pundit Michael Barone has written, “is that 50 years from now we 
will be so mixed there will be no more racial categories” (p. 237). 

Writers on the left have been especially outspoken. The masthead 
of one publication, Race Traitor, promotes the slogan, “Treason to 
Whiteness is loyalty to humanity.” One of the journal’s lead editorials 
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was entitled, “Abolish the White Race — by Any Means Necessary.” 
The editors did not mean that Whites should be physically eliminated, 
but that they should be converted to the idea that race is purely a so- 
cial construct and that Whites should be denied any sense of common 
identity (p. 230). 

Mainstream writers have picked up on this theme. Thus science 
writers Po Bronson and Ashley Merryman regard ethnic pride is an 
important way to promote self-esteem among minority groups. But 
they draw the line at Whites: “It’s horrifying to imagine kids being 
“proud to be White.” Writing in The New Yorker, journalist James 
Traub similarly declared that when it comes to any discussion of race, 
Whites must acknowledge that they are the offending party, the per- 
petrators “of innumerable past hurts and misdeeds.” And Joe Klein, 
in New York Magazine, wrote that Whites should begin any conversa- 
tion about race with a confession: “It’s our fault; we’re racists” (pp. 
231-232). 

The Black writer Shelby Steele included some especially forceful 
comments in his book White Guilt (2006). “Beyond an identity that 
apologizes for white supremacy, absolutely no white identity is per- 
missible. In fact, if there is a white racial identity today it would have 
to be white guilt — a shared, even unifying, lack of racial and moral 
authority.” By way of explanation, Steele called attention to “the ex- 
traordinary human evil” that Whites have exhibited at one time or an- 
other. Steele made light of instances of slavery, conquest, genocide, 
and repression by non-Whites — instances that persist to this day in 
parts of Africa and Asia. Instead, he wrote, “no group in recent histo- 
ry has more aggressively seized power in the name of its racial supe- 
riority than Western whites. This race illustrated for all time — 
through colonialism, slavery, white racism, Nazism — the extraordi- 
nary human evil that follows when great power is joined to an atavis- 
tic sense of superiority and destiny. That is why today’s whites, the 
world over, cannot openly have a racial identity.”78 

Many commentators have noted that the civil rights movement ini- 
tially focused on eliminating non-merit based discrimination but later 
shifted to the goal of promoting “diversity.” Demands for “equal op- 
portunity” eventually were supplanted by demands for “equality of 
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results.” Until recently, I focused on this transition when I thought 
about my own estrangement from the civil rights movement. I had 
begun with the belief that it was wrong for the government to dis- 
criminate among citizens on the basis of race. And I had also opposed 
racial discrimination by private companies that were doing business 
with the general public. But I never questioned the right to discrimi- 
nate in choosing one’s friends, and I was opposed to affirmative racial 
discrimination. 

More recently, as a result of reading White Identity and seeing some 
of the statements that have been chiseled in stone at the Martin Luther 
King Monument in Washington, I have had additional second 
thoughts about the civil rights movement. The statements point to the 
universalist elements in King’s thought. One proclaims. “Our loyalties 
must transcend our race, our tribe, our class, and our nation; and this 
means we must develop a world perspective.” Another declares, 
“Every nation must now develop an overriding loyalty to mankind as 
a whole.” 

In point of fact, as Taylor shows, whatever Martin Luther King 
may have intended, King’s rhetoric eventually led to yet another tran- 
sition in the civil rights movement — from eliminating racial discrim- 
ination to destroying White identity. As Taylor explains, it turned out 
that “Whites — but only Whites — must never take pride in their own 
people. Only Whites must pretend they do not prefer to associate 
with people like themselves” (p. 290). Non-Whites may “celebrate 
their growing numbers — just as Whites once did.” But contempo- 
rary White people, “not only in America but around the world, [must] 
cheerfully contemplate their disappearance as a distinct people” (p. 
239). 

Of course Whites are not yet extinct. In the United States, they 
have not been completely dispossessed. But Taylor notes that White 
Americans have already been compelled to surrender many jobs to 
the beneficiaries of affirmative discrimination. Whites have been re- 
quired to bear the expense of providing education and welfare and 
medical care for increasing numbers of non-Whites. And as more cit- 
ies come to resemble Detroit and more of the countryside resembles 
Mexico, Whites have come to feel ill-at-ease in growing portions of the 
United States. If Whites do not regain a sense of unity and confidence, 
Taylor opines, the dispossession will continue and Whites will be 
“pushed aside by people who have a very clear sense of their inter- 
ests” (pp. 291-292). “Americans must open their eyes to the fact that a 
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changing population could change everything in America. The United 
States could come to resemble the developing world rather than Eu- 
rope — insome places it already does” (p. 286). 

Taylor finds some solace in the phenomenon of implicit Whiteness.?° 
He notes that most Whites, although not openly challenging the pre- 
cepts of racial correctness, nevertheless take comfort with their own 
people. “Their actions betray them,” Taylor writes. Whites “leave 
long-established neighborhoods and institutions when their numbers 
drop below a certain level of comfort” (p. 290). Whites also cluster to- 
gether when it comes to choosing restaurants and entertainments and 
vacation destinations. America’s modern leaders “insist that ‘diversi- 
ty’ is a great strength, but for most Americans this is mere lip service. 
They rarely seek diversity in their personal lives, living instead in 
homogeneous islands that look nothing like the racial and cultural 
mix this country has become. Anti-discrimination laws ensure inte- 
gration at work, at school, and in public, but in private the races gen- 
erally separate. A dinner party, poker game, wedding reception, 
church service, or backyard barbecue is rarely a multi-racial mosaic” 
(p. xiv). 

At a subconscious level, Whites understand that “the deeper loyal- 
ties of most people are to their own group —their extended family.” 
They implicitly understand that, just as members of a family are close 
because they are related biologically, so “race is the largest extended 
family to which [people] feel an instinctive kinship” (p. 290). Taylor’s 
goal is to make these understandings explicit. 


Il 

A nagging question arises. If group consciousness is instinctive 
and deeply rooted in mankind’s evolutionary past, why have Whites, 
at least at a conscious level, been so acquiescent with respect to their 
own deracination? Many readers of The Occidental Quarterly have 
found the answer in the work of Kevin MacDonald. In The Culture of 
Critique (1998) and Cultural Insurrections (2004), MacDonald has 
shown that Jews, driven by both an evolutionary strategy and an his- 
toric sense of grievance against White Christians, have relentlessly 
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criticized White societies and have pathologized White identity (and 
only White identity).°° 

In the United States, Jews have also used their disproportionate 
wealth and influence to promote the immigration law of 1965, which 
created the conditions that, within a few decades, will result in non- 
Whites becoming a majority of the American population. Jewish 
spokesmen regarded this “reform” as a great victory for their ethny, 
with Charles Silberman explaining that many Jews harbor a belief — 
“one firmly rooted in history — that [they] are safe only in a society 
acceptant of a wide range of ... ethnic groups.”3!_ Earl Raab has fur- 
ther explained that, thanks to the immigration of non-Whites, “we 
have tipped beyond the point where a Nazi-Aryan party will be able 
to prevail in this country.”%2 

Changing America’s immigration policy was but one of several 
methods by which influential Jews undermined the hegemony of 
Whites. Other methods included fostering the civil rights movement, 
gaining control of the major media, and exercising disproportionate 
influence over financial institutions and several academic disciplines. 

There has been much discussion of the “capture” of some of these 

fields — from anthropology to Hollywood to Wall Street — and a sim- 
ilar development has occurred in my own area of expertise, history. 
In his 1962 presidential address to the American Historical Associa- 
tion, Carl Bridenbaugh noted that “many of the younger practitioners 
of our craft, and those who are still apprentices, are products of lower 
middle-class or foreign origins.” As such, Bridenbaugh observed, the- 
se newcomers found “themselves in a very real sense outside in our 
past and feel themselves left out.” Bridenbaugh wondered if this ris- 
ing generation of alienated young scholars would appreciate the val- 
ues of those who had led America in the past, or would a new genera- 
tion of self-consciously ethnic scholars transform academic American 
history into a critique of the nation’s shortcomings.°*° 

Time has proved that Bridenbaugh was on to something. Since he 
spoke in 1962, the plot line in major textbooks has shifted from the rise 
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of the American nation to a critique of historic failings and a celebra- 
tion of ethnic diversity. “The growth of the American republic” has 
given way to particularistic discussions of “race, class, and gender.” 
In another presidential address to the American Historical Associa- 
tion, in 2008, Gabrielle M. Spiegel discussed a related development — 
a growing focus on “questions of diaspora ... and the rapidly develop- 
ing field of transnational history.” Spiegel welcomed her colleagues’ 
celebration of the fact that, instead of regarding themselves as essen- 
tially “Americans,” a growing number of U. S. citizens — especially 
Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians — had begun to emulate the approach 
of some Jewish sojourners. They were developing “de-territorialized 
identities.” They no longer identified with their “hostlands” but in- 
stead regarded themselves as part of dispersed ethnic communities.*4 

My experience as an historian thus predisposes me to agree with 
Kevin MacDonald. It seems to me that Jews have played a major role 
in shaping the understanding of identity in modern America. They 
have fostered the growth of a diasporic consciousness among immi- 
grants from Africa, Asia, and Latin America while, paradoxically, 
finding fault with American Whites and stigmatizing a resurgence of 
White identity. 

Jared Taylor sees things differently. He finds it hard to believe that 
a group that makes up less than 3 percent of America’s total popula- 
tion can exercise decisive influence. He has also noted that there are 
almost no Jews in some European countries that rival the U.S. in deni- 
grating White identity and opening their doors to large numbers of 
non-White immigrants. In one of his speeches at an American Renais- 
sance Conference, Taylor speculated that Whites were more the vic- 
tims of their own peculiar sense of altruism and fair play than the vic- 
tims of a Jewish conspiracy.*® In addition, Taylor hopes to win the 
support of enough Jews so that he can gain access to the mainstream 
media and thus reach a larger audience. In a 2006 interview, Taylor 
told journalist Jonathan Tilove, “ultimately, for all the things I care 
about to happen, Jews must be part of the movement.” Taylor’s major 
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short-term goal is to restrict immigration, which he believes will be 
nearly impossible to accomplish without Jewish support.*° 

Some reviewers have noted that White Identity does not discuss the 
role that Jews have played in the deracination of Whites.°”7 And some 
readers have taken exception on this score. “This is ... a very good 
book in some respects,” one wrote, “but a study of our race’s current 
plight and looming dispossession simply isn’t complete without a dis- 
cussion of the pivotal role that the Jews have played.”°8 Another 
reader, however, defended Taylor even while conceding that “the JQ 
[Jewish question] is worthy of serious scholarly treatment.” “If a pat- 
riotic White American reads Taylor’s latest book with an open mind,” 
this reader wrote, “he’s going to be damned upset. He will invariably 
begin to wonder who has been behind ‘immigration reform,’ open 
borders, victim disarmament laws, anti-White discrimination laws, 
political correctness, laws against “hate speech,’ the cultural sewage 
that spews forth from Hollywood ... and the like. Eventually such a 
person will find his way to Kevin MacDonald and begin to connect 
the dots.”°? 

For whatever combination of personal conviction and tactical calcu- 
lation, Taylor does not discuss the Jewish question. And in White 
Identity, Taylor also soft-pedals the importance of the biology of racial 
differences. As has been noted, White Identity discusses the scientific 
work that pertains to the prevalence of a preference for those who are 
genetically similar. In articles Taylor has written and edited for his 
magazine, American Renaissance, and at the website, AmRen.com, there 
are additional discussions of racial differences in brain size, intelli- 
gence, and personality traits. These, of course, are differences that 
many people consider disparaging. But White Identity is remarkably 
free from pejorative comparisons. This is surprising since Taylor him- 
self, in the past, has emphasized the importance of making such com- 
parisons.*0 
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As mentioned above, during my twenties and early thirties I tacitly 
accepted the belief that Blacks and Whites were essentially alike ex- 
cept for skin color. I thought Ashley Montagu, the principal author of 
a 1950 U.N. statement on race, was expressing the consensus of the 
best science when he wrote, “Whatever classification the anthropolo- 
gist makes of man, he never includes mental characteristics as part of 
those classifications.”*! I thought that an emphasis on human biodi- 
versity persisted only in what might be called “the underground.” 

Reading American Renaissance taught me that I was mistaken. 
Through AR, I was introduced to a body of scholarship which estab- 
lished that more than 50 thousand years ago mankind separated into 
two parts,42 with one remaining in Africa, the ancestral homeland, and 
the other crossing into Southwest Asia. The second group then split 
and re-split until there were human populations living in reproduc- 
tive isolation from each other in almost all parts of the world. I 
learned that this continued for hundreds of generations and eventual- 
ly caused racial differences that went far beyond skin color. Articles 
in AR pointed me toward scholarship that showed that, as measured 
by the age at which they develop teeth, strength, and dexterity, Blacks 
mature earlier than Whites. They sit, crawl, and walk earlier. They 
reach sexual maturity faster and also differ in temperament and men- 
tal traits. I learned that nature is not stupid, and Africans, Asians, and 
Europeans developed different genes that were suited to the different 
environments in which they evolved. 

I had previously been acquainted with the research on IQ. I had 
known that most experts believed that racial differences in measured 


AR [American Renaissance] or [The Occidental Quarterly] subscribers ... I thought my 
arguments about the strength of racial consciousness in other groups and the price 
Whites pay for crushing their own racial consciousness did not require a discussion 
of biological differences. When I was writing the book I was still hoping — in vain, 
alas — for a commercial publisher and a broader audience, and I did not want the 
book to be immediately dismissed as ‘racist’ because of a discussion of IQ. There 
were plenty of other reasons for the orthodox to call it ‘racist,’ but I wanted to de- 
prive them of that one.” Jared Taylor to Raymond Wolters, September 22, 2011. 

41 Ashley Montagu, quoted by Jenny Reardon, Race to the Finish: Identity and Gov- 
ernment in an Age of Genomics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 28. 

#2 Some anthropologists say the African/non-African evolutionary separation 
took place at least 100,000 years ago and perhaps as long as 200,000 years ago. 


Wolters, “White Identity: A Review Essay” 25 


intelligence were due, at least in part, to heredity. But American Re- 
naissance led me to other studies that pointed to additional correla- 
tions. Some of these correlations were important but inoffensive, such 
as reports that the descendants of a long line of farmers or herders 
were more likely to be lactose tolerant than the descendants of hunters 
and foragers. But other correlations were controversial if not repug- 
nant — such as the finding that the descendants of hunters and forag- 
ers had higher levels of testosterone, which in turn correlated with 
greater impulsiveness and higher crime rates. 

Genetic research brought to my mind, as it did also to William 
Saletan of Slate.com, the image of an oncoming train. The first few cars 
were already in the station, and just behind there were additional car- 
loads pointing to the significance of race and of racial differences. 

As a result of reading American Renaissance and the scholarship that 
it called to my attention, I came to believe that racial egalitarians were, 
as Saletan has also noted, “liberal creationists.” I came to think that 
egalitarians were facing a crisis similar to the one that evolution once 
posed for Christian fundamentalists. At first, many fundamentalists 
had denounced Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution as, in the words 
of William Jennings Bryan, jeopardizing “the doctrine of brother- 
hood” and undermining “the sympathetic activities of a civilized soci- 
ety.”46 Eventually many fundamentalists modified their understand- 
ing of Creation, but in the shorter term they lashed out with laws that 
banned the teaching of evolution. 

Modern egalitarians have behaved similarly. In Berkeley, they 
heckled and threatened the nation’s most prominent IQ researcher, 
Arthur Jensen, who found it necessary to have police protection on 
campus and to teach some classes secretly. At the University of Min- 
nesota, egalitarians harassed the nation’s most prominent student of 
identical twins, Thomas Bouchard — distributing handouts that called 
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Bouchard “a racist ... and demanded that he be fired.”4” They did the 
same to J. Philippe Rushton at the University of Western Ontario, after 
Rushton gathered a mass of data on racial differences in physical and 
behavioral characteristics. Meanwhile, Harvard psychologist Richard 
Herrnstein received death threats and had to cancel some classes after 
he published an article that discussed the connection between heredi- 
ty and crime; and E. O. Wilson, also of Harvard, faced ostracism from 
colleagues and disruption from students after one of his books, Socio- 
biology (1975), argued that evolutionary biology had influenced many 
aspects of human behavior. Most famously, James D. Watson, who 
had received a Nobel Prize for his work on the structure of DNA, 
eventually came a cropper for saying that he was “inherently gloomy 
about the prospect of Africa,” after having previously written that 
there was “no firm reason to anticipate that the intellectual capacities 
of peoples geographically separated in their evolution should prove to 
have evolved identically.” 

These celebrated instances were only the tip of the proverbial ice- 
berg. Many other scholars have also been abused for challenging lib- 
eral racial correctness, and additional problems face race realists in the 
world of academic publishing.*? 

Instead of trying to silence race realists, some egalitarians devel- 
oped a more sophisticated approach by embracing “postmodern” 
epistemological skepticism and relativism. The postmodernists con- 
cede that DNA is real stuff and that there are clear differences be- 
tween people of different continental ancestries. But postmodern 
egalitarians downplay the significance of the differences by “prob- 
lematizing” the concept of objectivity and by saying that “cultural 
value judgments” inevitably influence “the science we fund, the ques- 
tions [we] ask,” the correlations we find. They place scare quotes 
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around the word objective and maintain that “science,” like “race,” is a 
social construct.° 

Egalitarians are doing everything they can to discredit race real- 
ism. Nevertheless, the evidence that racial differences are real and far 
from trivial continues to mount. An understanding that greater 
knowledge of DNA and medical genetics will help in treating diseases 
has offset the fear that knowledge of racial differences will lead to un- 
fair racial discrimination. The accumulating scientific information is 
the realists’ hole card. 

Because this is so, and also because my personal conversion was in- 
fluenced by the discoveries in racial science, I believe that White Identi- 
ty should have devoted more attention to the reality and significance 
of racial differences. Jared Taylor is a gentleman whose instinctive 
kindness prevents him from making invidious comparisons. There 
comes a time, however, when Whites must discuss the shortcomings 
of others, a time at which kindness ceases to be a virtue. 

In making this criticism, I run the risk of resembling the proverbial 
convert who became more Catholic than the Pope. However, as my 
Delaware colleague Linda Gottfredson has noted, ignoring the im- 
portance of racial differences leads to the conclusion that differences 
in racial outcomes — be they in academic achievement, crime rates, or 
the acquisition of property and wealth — “cannot be natural. [T]hey 
must be artificial, manmade, manufactured. Someone must be refus- 
ing to do the right thing.” Deemphasizing the significance of race 
therefore “foments mutual recrimination” and “sustains unwarranted, 
divisive, and ever-escalating ... accusations of moral culpability, such 
as Whites are culpable and Blacks are lazy.”°! 


* Ke * 


What lies ahead? Taylor concludes with an optimistic prediction. 
“Eventually, Whites will come to understand that to dismantle and 
even demonize White racial consciousness while other races cultivate 
racial consciousness is a fatal form of unilateral disarmament.” Even- 


50 The quotations are from Michelle Brattain, “Race, Racism, and Antiracism: 
UNESCO and the Politics of Presenting Science to the Postwar Public,” American 
Historical Review 112 (December 2007): 1412-13; and Gregory Michael Dorr, Segrega- 
tion’s Science: Eugenics and Society in Virginia (Charlottesville: University of Virginia 
Press,2008), 47, 6, 170, 15. 

51 Linda Gottfredson “What If the Hereditarian Hypothesis Is True?” Psychology, 
Public Policy, and Law 11 (2005): 311-19. 
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tually, Whites will recognize “something all others take for granted: 
that race is a fundamental part of individual and group identity” (p. 
292). 

Yet the revival of White identity seems unlikely as long as the Jew- 
ish-dominated mainstream media regard White identity as a threat to 
Jewish interests. Thus, as pundit Steve Sailer has observed, the fun- 
damental question for 21st century-White identity politics is, “What's 
in it for the Jews?”>? Over the years Jared Taylor has tried to persuade 
Jews that they have nothing to fear from White America. But to date, 
in this venture, Taylor has failed more than he has succeeded. The 
mainstream media persist in depicting race realism as a view that is 
popular only among disreputable mavericks. Mainstream publishers 
continue to shun books that suggest that racial differences are not triv- 
ial. 

Whites are in a race against time, and my own thought about the 
prospects are tentative and shifting. Each day brings more news 
about “hate speech” policies that can be used to suppress race realism. 
Meanwhile, however, the research on DNA continues to accumulate. 
The full extent of the nature and significance of racial differences is 
not yet a settled question. But there is no doubt about which way the 
scientific wind is blowing. Summing things up in a review for the 
New York Times (!), Richard A. Schweder, a professor at the University 
of Chicago and the president of the Society for Psychological Anthro- 
pology, put it this way: “Anyone who has lived long enough in the 
social sciences has seen the nature-nurture pendulum swing: from na- 
ture in the first decades of [the twentieth century], to nurture in the 
1930's, 40’s, 50’s and 60’s, to nature once again.”*? In this instance, let 
us hope that the recent trend turns out to be more than just another 
short-lived swing of the pendulum. Let us pray that the truth will 
emerge and reign supreme. 


Raymond Wolters is the Thomas Muncy Keith Professor of 
History at the University of Delaware. 


52 Steve Sailer, “Jared Taylor’s White Identity: What's In It for Jews?” VDare.com, 
May 15, 2011. 
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CAPITALISM AND THE JEWS: A REVIEW ESSAY 


Capitalism and the Jews 
Jerry Z. Muller (2010) 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2010, 272 pages. 


Reviewed by Brenton Sanderson 


Jerry Z. Muller is Professor of History at the Catholic University of 
America in Washington DC. In Capitalism and the Jews, Muller at- 
tempts to explore the nature of the special relationship between Jews 
and capitalism given that they “have been particularly good at it,” 
and “whenever they have been allowed to compete on an equal legal 
footing, they have tended to do disproportionately well.” Jews have 
been a conspicuous presence in the history of capitalism, both as sym- 
bol and as reality. Critiques of capitalism have long been intertwined 
with attitudes toward Jewry, and Muller (who is himself Jewish) ob- 
serves that “For a variety of intellectuals in modern Europe, Jews 
served as a kind of metaphor turned flesh for capitalism.” Therefore, 
evaluations of the social effects of the free market economy have tend- 
ed to go hand in hand with evaluations of the Jews. Despite this, the 
relationship of the Jews to capitalism has, Muller observes, “received 
less attention than its significance merits” (p. 1). 1 agree wholehearted- 
ly, and this review is an effort to help remedy this state of affairs. 

The relative lack of open discussion of about the relationship be- 
tween Jews and capitalism is mainly, Muller suggests, due to the fact 
that “discussions of Jews and capitalism touch upon neuralgic sub- 
jects. For Jews, Jewish economic success has long been a source of 
both pride and embarrassment.” Muller points out that “even today, 
some Jews regard the public discussion of Jews and capitalism as in- 
trinsically impolitic,” while the Leftist jewish dominated) academic 
establishment are also reluctant to examine the topic because “the re- 
ality of differential group achievement under conditions of legal 
equality is something of a scandal, an affront to egalitarian assump- 
tions. For it casts a shadow of doubt on the shibboleth of ‘equality of 
opportunity’ (p. 2). 

The economics profession has also, Muller observes, had difficulty 
conceptualizing the relationship between Jews and capitalism because 


30 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 4, Winter 2011-2012 


“it simply doesn’t fit into the categories in which contemporary eco- 
nomic historians who have adopted the armature of econometrics are 
predisposed to think.” Even the notion of “human capital” is of lim- 
ited utility due to the fact that economists “prefer to think in terms of 
measurable criteria such as years of schooling. To the extent that hu- 
man capital involves character traits and varieties or know-how that 
are not provided by formal education, it becomes methodologically 
elusive” (p. 3). 

Unfortunately for Muller, his book is plagued by similar conceptual 
limitations in that he utterly neglects sociobiology and evolutionary 
psychology in his analysis of the relationship between capitalism and 
the Jews. Nowhere is there any mention of racial differences in IQ, eu- 
genics, ethnocentrism, social identity theory or evolutionary psychol- 
ogy. Muller’s attempt to account for Jewish economic predominance 
solely on the basis of the cultural transmission of traits conducive to 
success, in seeming ignorance of Kevin MacDonald’s work on Juda- 
ism as a group evolutionary strategy, seriously detracts from the rigor 
of his arguments. MacDonald has pinpointed the motive for this ne- 
glect, noting that “In the case of eugenics and Jews, the reason for this 
historical obfuscation is clear: In recent decades, eugenics has been re- 
constructed as an anti-Jewish ideology —indeed, as the ideology of the 
Holocaust. Therefore, all Jewish involvement in eugenics must be ex- 
punged from the historical record.”! 

Accordingly, rather than the result of genetic traits which are the 
outgrowth of centuries of eugenic practices, the ability of Jews to take 
advantage of opportunities under the capitalist system is, for Muller, 
“deeply influenced by cultural traits transmitted in the private realm 
of the family and cultural community” (p. 4). This amounts to saying 
that Judaism is little more than a cultural construct, and is not central- 
ly preoccupied with the preservation and flourishing of a coherent 
ethnic community. While few would question the significance of cul- 
tural traits in accounting for Jewish success under capitalism, the real- 
ity is that such traits have been largely formed by, and are mediated 
through, the unique genetic inheritance of the Jews — which is the 
outgrowth of centuries of eugenic practices — particularly among the 
Ashkenazim. 


1 Kevin MacDonald, Review of John Glad’s Jewish Eugenics; The Occidental Observ- 
er, May 15, 2011. 
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/201 1/05/review-of-john-glads-jewish-eugenics/ 
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Despite its patent shortcomings, this book is nevertheless of general 
interest given the scarcity of such efforts emerging from the academic 
establishment, and because it is fascinating to see how Jews like Mul- 
ler grapple with the issues involved. Muller is more intellectually 
honest than most, and his description of the role of Jews within anti- 
capitalist movements is uncommonly honest. His book therefore mer- 
its some critical attention. 


THE JEWISH RESPONSE TO CAPITALISM: MILTON FRIEDMAN’S PARADOX 
RECONSIDERED 

In the second chapter Muller explores the paradox identified by 
libertarian economist Milton Friedman in his 1972 lecture “Capitalism 
and the Jews.” In this lecture he explored the seeming contradiction in 
the fact that, despite Jews having thrived under capitalism, they had 
played a central role in the formulation and advocacy of anti-capitalist 
ideologies. Friedman observed that 


for the past century, the Jews have been a stronghold of anti- 
capitalist sentiment. From Karl Marx through Leon Trotsky to 
Herbert Marcuse, a sizable fraction of the revolutionary anti- 
capitalist literature has been authored by Jews. Communist par- 
ties in all countries, including the party that achieved revolution 
in Russia but also present-day Communist parties in Western 
countries, and especially in the U.S., have been run and manned 
to a disproportionate extent by Jews—though I hasten to add 
that only a tiny fraction of Jews have ever been members of the 
Communist party. Jews have been equally active in the less- rev- 
olutionary socialist movements in all countries, as intellectuals 
generating socialist literature, as active participants in leader- 
ship, and as members.* 


Ignoring Friedman’s carefully worded claim that “only a tiny frac- 
tion of Jews were involved in Communism” (the reality is that leftist 
radicalism was a very large, entirely mainstream movement among 





2 Milton Friedman, Capitalism and the Jews, speech at Chicago Law School, 1972. 
An audio recording of this speech is available at: 

http:/ /www.law.uchicago.edu/audio/ friedman101578 

A written transcript is available at: 

http:/ / www.thefreemanonline.org/columns/ capitalism-and-the-jews/ 
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Jews in the West, at least until the 1970s?), he finds this somewhat dif- 
ficult to reconcile with the fact that “the Jews owe an enormous debt 
to capitalism.” It is obvious that, as an intelligent and capable people, 
the Jews are always likely to thrive in the competitive context of the 
unfettered market. Accordingly, it seems apparent to Friedman that 
the real enemy to Jewish interests (and other able minority groups) 
are the barriers to entry and anti-competitive practices that, in various 
historical instances, have restricted their full participation in the eco- 
nomic affairs of a nation. For Friedman, it is axiomatic that 


the feature of capitalism that has benefited the Jews has, of 
course, been competition. Wherever there is a monopoly, wheth- 
er it be private or governmental, there is room for the application 
of arbitrary criteria in the selection of the beneficiaries of the 
monopoly — whether these criteria be color of skin, religion, na- 
tional origin or what not. Where there is free competition, only 
performance counts. The market is color blind. No one who goes 
to the market to buy bread knows or cares whether the wheat 
was grown by a Jew, Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, or atheist; by 
whites or blacks. Any miller who wishes to express his personal 
prejudices by buying only from preferred groups is at a competi- 
tive disadvantage, since he is keeping himself from buying from 
the cheapest source. He can express his prejudice, but he will 
have to do so at his own expense, accepting a lower monetary 
income than he could otherwise earn.* 


Free markets, Friedman affirmed, advanced the interests of Jews 
through imposing an impersonal economic discipline on non-Jews 
through which their ethnocentricity and anti-Semitic prejudice could 
be circumvented. That this proposition contains a great deal of truth is 
confirmed, I would contend, by the historical record: Jews have in- 
deed prospered under the conditions of free market capitalism among 
frequently hostile majority European-derived populations. Muller 
summarizes Friedman’s point as follows: “Free competition counter- 
acts the forces of anti-Semitic prejudice. ... Hiring the less qualified, or 





3 Kevin MacDonald, The Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary Analysis of Jewish In- 
volvement in Twentieth-Century Intellectual and Political Movements (Bloomington, IN: 
1stbooks Library, 1998/2001; originally published by Praeger [Westport, CT]), Ch. 3. 

4 Friedman, “Capitalism and the Jews,” Ibid. 
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buying from the less efficient producer because buyer and seller share 
some cultural trait, will eventually lead to bankruptcy” (pp. 72-73). 
Importantly, however, “not all minorities long subject to discrimi- 
nation necessarily succeed under conditions of market competition.” 
Muller observes that “Jews did do disproportionately well, but for 
reasons that Friedman did not bother to explore” (p. 73). Ironically, 
the same criticism can be made of Muller himself, given his complete 
neglect of Jewish eugenics. In considering the response of Jews to cap- 
italism Muller proposes that, instead of looking at their “ideologically 
articulated formulations,” we look at their “revealed preferences”: 


The notion of revealed preferences is that we discover what 
people want not from what individuals say but from what they 
do. Let us begin with these revealed preferences, that is, with the 
actions of Jews as opposed to their ideologies, religious and secu- 
lar. Or as Karl Marx put it, “Let us consider the actual, worldly 
Jew.” (p. 76) 


Unfortunately, Muller fails to acknowledge that when we look at 
the “revealed preferences” of Jews we discover, that while Friedman, 
and other Jewish libertarians like von Mises and Rand, opposed the 
existence of monopolies that provided “room for the application of 
arbitrary criteria in the selection of the beneficiaries of the monopoly,” 
the reality is that Jews, even in the freest of markets, are notorious for 
developing and using ethnic monopolies in precisely this fashion. In- 
deed, this is a major theme of MacDonald’s A People That Shall Dwell 
Alone where he observes that from “the standpoint of the group, it 
was always more important to maximize the resource flow from the 
non-Jewish community to the Jewish community, rather than to allow 
individual Jews to maximize their interests at the expense of the Jew- 
ish community.”° 

The massive extent of Jewish nepotism in their business dealings is 
so exhaustively documented (very frequently by Jews themselves) as 
to be beyond dispute. Instances where Jews use other Jews in a purely 
mercenary fashion are cause for shock and trauma within the Jewish 


> Kevin MacDonald, A People That Shall Dwell Alone: Judaism As a Group Evolution- 
ary Strategy with Diaspora Peoples (Lincoln, NE: iUniverse, 2002; originally published 
in 1994 by Praeger [Westport, CT]]), 247. 
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community (witness the Bernie Madoff affair®). Given this, it seems 
that while, as Friedman asserts, the free market may function power- 
fully to hinder ethnocentric discrimination among Whites (a group 
that Kevin MacDonald characterizes as, owing to their evolutionary 
history, strongly predisposed to individualism), the hyper- 
ethnocentrism of Jews disposes them to transcend the “rational” dis- 
cipline imposed by the free market. MacDonald makes the point that 
the propensity of these groups to engage in “tribal economics” involv- 
ing high levels of within-group economic cooperation and patronage 
confers on these groups “an extraordinarily powerful competitive ad- 
vantage against individual strategies.”” 


JEWS AS ECONOMIC BENEFACTORS OF MANKIND 

Muller approvingly quotes Simon Kuznets, winner of the 1971 No- 
bel Prize for Economics, who posited that capitalism is good for the 
Jews, and the Jews are, in turn, good for capitalism, and for any socie- 
ty where they were given a free reign to create wealth. Kuznets states: 


Given the kind of human capital that the Jews represent, the ma- 
jority in any country, if it wished to maximize long-term eco- 
nomic returns, should have not only permitted the Jewish mi- 
nority the utmost freedom, but in fact should have subsidized 
any improvement and social performance of promising individ- 
ual Jews. Such help in developing contributors to the stock of 
human knowledge and hence to economic capacity would have 
been a high yield investment. If only for this reason, the discrim- 
inatory policies of many majorities, often specifically retarding 
the dynamics of Jewish minorities — from trade into intellectual 
and professional pursuits, within business corporations, etc. — 
constitute extreme economic irrationality. (In Muller, p. 103) 


This argument is essentially a variation on the “trickle-down 
wealth” thesis, which holds that capitalism is not a zero-sum game, 
and that everyone ultimately benefits from the successful entrepre- 
neurial activity of a few. As a by-product of such activity, the overall 
economy grows, along with employment and incomes, and the mate- 


° See John Graham and Kevin MacDonald, “Is the Madoff Scandal Paradigmatic?” The 
Occidental Observer, July 20, 2010. 
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rial living standards of everyone are boosted. This was also the view 
of the libertarian theorist Friedrich von Hayek, for whom Jewish re- 
sourcefulness conferred benefits to society as a whole. Muller notes 
that “for Hayek, Jews were prototypical of the sort of person whose 
talents led to economic progress, but whose success was resented by 
the mass of the population.” This was because “the progress created 
by the resourceful few — while it brought long-term benefits to socie- 
ty at large — came at the expense of some social groups” (p. 66). 

While Kuznets’ argument has a surface validity, it fails to 
acknowledge the fundamental nexus between disproportionate 
wealth and disproportionate political, legislative, and media influ- 
ence, and how this influence has been wielded by Jewish elites to 
reengineer Western societies in their own group interests. Kuznet’s 
argument might be valid if Jews as a group did not constitute a hostile 
elite—hostile to White people and their culture. However, the reality 
is very different, and Muller himself notes that it was certainly not the 
non-Jewish culture of America that attracted Jewish migrants from 
central and eastern Europe, but only the relatively advantageous con- 
ditions created by American economic growth: “They came to Ameri- 
ca’s shores motivated not by religion but in spite of it, their more or- 
thodox leaders being inclined to warn them against the dangers of 
godless and goyish America” (p. 96). The situation today (post-WWII) 
is, if anything, even worse, with the Jewish elite centrally motivated 
by ethnic paranoia and hostility toward Western cultural traditions. 

Instead of trickle-down wealth, White people in the West have ex- 
perienced trickle-up Third World immigration, expansion of welfare 
programs for non-Whites, affirmative action, prohibitions on public 
displays of Christianity, and the creation of a political and cultural mi- 
lieu deeply hostile to their group interests. The essential problem of 
the Jews and capitalism is, thus, not simply that Jews generate wealth 
at the expense of non-Jews (though this is a real issue), but what Jews 
do with the wealth they generate. Jewish economic domination of West- 
ern societies post-emancipation has gone hand in hand with the Jew- 
ish capture of the commanding heights of Western political and cul- 
tural life, with profoundly negative consequences for White people. 

We should also mention that much Jewish entrepreneurial activity, 
while undoubtedly contributing to economic growth, has, of itself, 
had pernicious consequences for European-derived peoples in sub- 
verting their moral codes, and promoting lifestyles that are dysfunc- 
tional from a group strategic perspective. 
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Muller is honest enough to admit there is a long history of “Jews 
who applied their entrepreneurial virtues to vice,” noting that: “In the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the extreme poverty of 
eastern European Jewry together with international migration led to 
substantial networks of Jews engaged in sexual commerce (as pimps, 
prostitutes, and brothel owners)” and that “During the era of Prohibi- 
tion in the United States, Jews were disproportionately active in the 
trade in illicit booze. The most successful Jewish gangsters then in- 
vested their profits in the gambling industry and played a seminal 
role in the creation of Las Vegas, that quintessential site of American 
vice cum mass entertainment” (pp. 90-91). Muller could have added 
Hollywood and the pornography industry to this catalogue of com- 
mercial vice. The vast overrepresentation of Jews in the contemporary 
pornography business, is not compatible with Muller’s implication 
that Jews were only involved in the sex trade because of economic 
desperation. 


JEWISH ETHNIC NETWORKING 

Muller acknowledges the significance of Jewish ethnic networking 
as a factor contributing to Jewish success under capitalism, observing 
that “the obligation to look after fellow Jews was deeply embedded in 
Jewish law and culture, and it existed not just in theory but in prac- 
tice’ (p. 91). He fails, however, to convey the extent to which it un- 
derpins and reinforces all of the other “cultural traits” he mentions. 
For instance, he notes that Jews in the United States were “astonish- 
ingly oriented to higher education” and that “by the mid-1970s, when 
just under half of Americans went on to college, 80 per cent of Jews 
did.” Yet he fails to acknowledge how the Jewish tendency for ethnic 
networking and nepotism enabled them to subvert meritocracy and 
become disproportionately represented among students at prestigious 
universities.§ 


In a distinct break from the European and American past, [Jews] 
came to be heavily represented on the faculties of American uni- 
versities, including the most prestigious, comprising one-fifth of 
the faculty of elite institutions and one-quarter of the faculty of 





* See Kevin MacDonald, “Jewish Overrepresentation at Elite Universities Explained.” 
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the Ivy League. While these schools had maintained quotas on 
the admission of Jews until after World War IL, by the last dec- 
ades of the century, Jews were increasingly becoming the presi- 
dents of Ivy League universities. (pp. 90-91) 


Muller likewise fails to acknowledge the extent to which the cy- 
clonic force of Jewish ethnocentrism and nepotism subverts meritoc- 
racy not only within education, but within the entire cultural realm. 
As I have written elsewhere, Jewish “geniuses” are frequently con- 
structed by the self-appointed Jewish gatekeepers of Western culture 
— and their exulted cultural status seldom corresponds to the actual 
measure of their intellectual or artistic achievement.? 

Furthermore, Jewish overrepresentation among the learned profes- 
sions is such that it cannot be accounted for solely on the basis of IQ 
and cultural differences alone — but is massively a product of Jewish 
nepotism. The stunning consequences of rampant Jewish ethnic net- 
working are evident in Muller’s description of Jewish academic at- 
tainments in Europe and the United States: 


In the late nineteenth century, Jews were radically overrepre- 
sented in institutions of elite education: by a factor of ten in 
Prussia, five in Austria, six in Hungary and Bohemia-Moravia. 
By the early twentieth century, especially in the capitals and 
larger cities of eastern Europe, such as Vienna, Warsaw, Prague, 
or Budapest, Jewish lawyers, engineers, pharmacists, and archi- 
tects at times comprised the majority of practitioners, in cities 
where Jews generally made up 5 to 10 percent of the population. 


If Jewish economic performance in central Europe in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was striking, Jewish 
economic success in the United States would eventually become 
equally remarkable. Jews moved quickly out of manual labor, in 
which many first generation immigrants had been engaged, and 
into proprietorship, management, and professional and technical 
fields. By the 1970s, about 70 percent of Jewish men could be 
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found in these sectors, over twice the proportion of the general 
population. By the early 1980s, when Forbes magazine began to 
compile the four hundred richest Americans, Jews were con- 
spicuously overrepresented. (pp. 100-101) 


There is little to dispute in Muller’s enumeration of the other cul- 
tural traits (many the product of traditional religious observance) that 
stood Jews in good stead as they entered capitalist societies following 
emancipation. 


The life of mitzvoth (commandments) meant a style of life based 
on discipline, on the conscious planning of action, and the 
avoidance of alcoholic dissipation (intoxication being regarded 
as a mark of the gentile). Jews came from a culture that favored 
the non-violent resolution of conflict, and that valued intellectual 
over physical prowess. ... They entered commercializing societies 
with a stock of know-how from their families and communities 
about how markets work, about calculating profit and loss, 
about assessing and taking risks. Most importantly, though 
hardest to specify, Jews demonstrated a propensity for discover- 
ing new wants and to bring underused resources to market. ... 


Jews had long prized religious education, with the yeshiva 
scholar a source of familial pride. When universities opened 
their doors to Jews, that cultural preference was transmuted into 
a high valuation of secular education. The high Jewish valuation 
of secular education also reflected a long time horizon, in which 
the economic payoff would be deferred for years. The cultural 
emphasis on educational effort and educational success was of 
course conducive to movement into the professions. 


Jews, then, were more than just a community of traders. Rather 
they took the cultural propensities that had developed out of 
centuries of experience as a merchant minority, and that were 
transmitted from generation to generation, and applied them to 
a variety of sectors: as agricultural estate managers in eastern 
Europe: as provisioners of governments in central Europe; as 
manufacturers of textiles and of much else in western Europe 
and the United States; and as the creators of new industries of 
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mass entertainment, from books through movies and recorded 
music. 


JEWISH HIGH-INVESTMENT PARENTING 

As mentioned, Muller neglects to point out that behavioral traits 
like the possession of a “long time horizon” have been consistently 
correlated with higher IQ, and that the relatively high IQ of Jews is the 
genetic legacy of centuries of eugenic practices among the Ashkena- 
zim. Another Jewish cultural trait of profound importance for the 
Jewish response to capitalism, identified my Muller, is the propensity 
for high familial investment in children. He observes that 


long before the term human capital was coined, Jews were in- 
vesting heavily in it. The care and attention lavished upon Jew- 
ish children by Jewish mothers was a cultural stereotype, which, 
like many stereotypes, reflected an underlying reality. In the 
nineteenth century, that attention was in part responsible for the 
fact that as we have seen, in eastern Europe, Jewish mortality 
rates fell sooner and faster than elsewhere. Later on, this empha- 
sis on human capital formation led Jews to bring down their fer- 
tility faster and sooner than most other groups. This pattern was 
already visible by the turn of the twentieth century in western 
and central Europe. In America, working class Jewish immi- 
grants were distinguished from most of their non-Jewish coun- 
terparts by their willingness to forego income from their chil- 
dren’s labor, in favor of having their children attend school 
longer or learn trades. This was a communal norm, embraced by 
the advice column of the Yiddish daily Forward, the “Bintel 
Brief,” and commented upon at the time by gentile observers. 
The willingness to forego current familial income in order to im- 
prove the life chances of offspring was therefore reflected in 
higher levels of educational attendance and educational attain- 
ment. (pp. 92-93) 


Kevin MacDonald has pointed out that, given the existence of sig- 
nificant differences between Jews and gentiles in mean IQ (and asso- 
ciated differential propensities toward high-investment parenting), 
“there is every reason to suppose that Jews and [non-Jews] have very 
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different interests in the construction of culture.”!° This is because 
Jews are relatively less dependent on the preservation of cultural sup- 
ports for high-investment parenting compared to non-Jews. Cultures 
that may benefit the relative competitive ability of Jews may have 
negative effects on non-Jews. 

Accordingly, the consequences of the erosion of traditional Western 
constraints on sexuality (the result of the triumph of the psychoanalyt- 
ic and radical critiques of Western culture since the 1960s) have been 
far more deleterious to those lower IQ non-Jewish groups that are ge- 
netically predisposed to precocious sexuality than to Jews (greater in- 
telligence being correlated with later age of marriage, lower levels of 
illegitimacy, and lower levels of divorce). The result has been the es- 
tablishment, wittingly or unwittingly, of a society dominated by a 
Jewish “cognitive elite’ who politically, economically and socially 
dominate “a growing mass of individuals who are intellectually in- 
competent, irresponsible as parents, prone to requiring public assis- 
tance, and prone to criminal behavior, psychiatric disorders, and sub- 
stance abuse.” 1"! 

In this sense, the descendants of Ashkenazi Jews have been prime 
beneficiaries of the eugenic practices of their ancestors, which 
equipped them with a suite of traits that have enabled them to pro- 
gressively overtake and dominate a group (Europeans) that had at- 
tained a pinnacle of global power and influence at mid-twentieth cen- 
tury. Indeed, as John Glad points out: “Eugenics has been an astound- 
ing, indeed an existential success for Jews, molding them into a 
uniquely resourceful and intelligent people, and the current assault on 
eugenics by an understandably emotion-driven minority Jewish fac- 
tion represents a frontal assault on the very essence of Judaism.” !” 


WERNER SOMBART ON CAPITALISM AND THE JEWS 

This tendency of Jews to reengineer societies, both morally and in- 
stitutionally, to allow for the more effective utilization of their particu- 
lar suite of genetic traits was implicit in Werner Sombart’s analysis of 
the relationship between Jews and capitalism, which he first spelled 
out in his 1903 book Die deutsche Volkswirtschaft im neunsehnten 
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Jahrhundert (The German Economy in the Nineteenth Century). In this 
work Sombart insisted that the Jewish mind “was characterized by 
egoism, self-interest, and abstraction: precisely the qualities most suit- 
ed for capitalism” (p. 58). In a subsequent book, Die Juden und das 
Wirtschaftleben (The Jews and Economic Life), he sought to show that it 
“was the Jews who had been crucial to the rise of modern capitalism, 
and that they had played so large a role in it because they were spirit- 
ually and culturally inclined to the rationalistic and calculative men- 
tality so characteristic of capitalism.” Muller elaborates Sombart’s po- 
sition thus: 


Jews were accustomed to living their lives teleologically, orient- 
ing their lives to a distant goal, Sombart speculated. They were 
therefore used to thinking of things as a means to an end. Mon- 
ey, he noted, was a pure means. Therefore, Sombart concluded, 
Jews were particularly attentive to money, as the means par ex- 
cellence. Jews, according to Sombart, were inclined less to the 
creative, entrepreneurial elements of capitalism than to the cal- 
culative search for advantage characteristic of finance and trade. 
And this calculating, means-weighing, abstract numerical mind 
fitted the Jew to be “the perfect stock-exchange speculator.” 
Sombart portrayed the triumph of capitalism as the replacement 
of a concrete, particularist, Christian community (Gemeinschaft) 
by an abstract, universalistic, judaized society. (pp. 58-59) 


Sombart’s analysis was later to inform the work of National Social- 
ist economic theorist Gottfried Feder, who in The Struggle Against High 
Finance (Kamph gegen Hochfinanz), published in 1933, “distinguished 
between Aryan and Jewish forms of capitalism, the former industrial 
and creative, the latter financial and parasitic.” For Muller, Feder’s 
analysis “was the quintessence of attempts to stigmatize disfavored 
forms of capitalist activity as Jewish” (p. 61). Nevertheless, Muller 
notes that “Even so liberal a figure as the British economist John 
Maynard Keynes associated the elements of capitalism that he liked 
least with the Jews” (p. 61). While Keynes’ economic theories were 
devoid of any anti-Semitic doctrines, he deplored the quest for immor- 
tality that he discerned as implicit in the obsession with future return 
on investment — an obsession he identified with usury and the Jews, 
noting that “Perhaps it is not an accident that the race which did most 
to bring the promise of immortality into the heart and essence of other 
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religions has also done the most for the principle of compound inter- 
est and particularly loves this most purposive of human institutions” 


(p. 63). 


KARL MARX ON CAPITALISM AND THE JEWS 

Sombart’s thesis was essentially the reverse of Karl Marx, who had 
held that rather than capitalism being a construction of Jewry, the 
pernicious traits traditionally identified with the Jews (which Marx 
held were the traits of the bourgeoisie generally) were the end result 
of capitalism. Drawing on the pre-Enlightenment identification of 
commercialism with parasitism, Marx’s “vision of the Communist fu- 
ture posited a society in which religious and national differences 
would be obliterated, and moneylending abolished” (p. 35). Accord- 
ing to Muller, Marx drew on traditional anti-Jewish images to mount a 
moral critique of capitalism ‘not in order to bolster anti-Semitism, but 
to blacken the moral standing of capitalist society” (p. 35). Marx was 
influenced by Bruno Bauer, who characterized Judaism as a creed of 
egoism and intense particularism. Marx responded to Bauer’s indict- 
ment of the Jews by admitting the charge, but arguing it applied it to 
everyone under bourgeois society. 


Were the Jews particularistic? Of course, but in bourgeois, capi- 
talistic society, there was no interest but the particular interest. 
Was Bauer correct in characterizing the Jew as a “constrained be- 
ing”? Yes, Marx replied, because in bourgeois society all were 
constrained. Did the Jews cut themselves off from others? Yes, 
because that is what “rights” meant in a liberal, market society: 
the right to be particular, to be egoistic, to be constrained and 
encapsulated. All of these qualities followed from the highest of 
liberal rights: the right to private property. (p. 35) 


Marx's strategy was essentially to utilize every negative characteri- 
zation of market activity that Christians associated with Jews, but to 
insist that those qualities have now come to characterize society as a 
whole, very much including Christians. As Muller notes: “The Chris- 
tian tradition of stigmatizing Jews and the economic activities in 
which they engaged by virtue of their marginality now becomes a 
stick with which to beat bourgeois society as a whole” (p. 39). The 
post-capitalist world imagined by Marx would be a world without the 
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“Jewish stench” since the egoism and particularism ascribed to the 
Jews, and central to capitalism, would be eradicated. 

Muller sees danger in Marx's reiteration of so many negative char- 
acterizations of Jews and their economic role, in that the argument 
could be easily inverted, as Sombart subsequently did, to suggest that 
the goal should be to rescue capitalism from harmful Jewish influence. 
Muller points out that this, indeed, was the theme of works like Edou- 
ard Drumont in La France Juive (1886) in which the attack on finance 
took the form of an attack on the Jews, and especially on the Roth- 
schilds, the personifications of Jewish finance. This would be the 
theme, with variations, of subsequent anti-Jewish authors from Rich- 
ard Wagner down to the Nazi ideologist Gottfried Feder” (p. 41). 


RADICAL ANTI-CAPITALISM — THE JEW AS COMMUNIST 

Muller writes that it is “among the remarkable facts of modern Eu- 
ropean history that Jews were identified by others not only with capi- 
talism, but with the most extreme form of anti-capitalism, namely 
Communism” (p. 133). This fact would seem rather less remarkable if 
viewed through the lens of Kevin MacDonald’s theory of Judaism as a 
group evolutionary strategy — where Judaism emerged historically as 
a strategy to promote the economic welfare and reproductive success 
of Jews as a genetically distinct population. In Culture of Critique Mac- 
Donald examines a range of twentieth-century intellectual movements 
that had a decisive Jewish involvement, including the radical Left, and 
concludes that they share a common tacit agenda in promoting the 
group evolutionary interests of Jews — often at the expense of non- 
Jewish competitor groups.!° In the case of leftist radicalism, a primary 
motivation has been hatred of the entire non-Jewish social structure, 
viewed as anti-Jewish.'* This certainly applied to Marxism, as histori- 
an Arnold Toynbee identified back in the 1930s: 


The distinctively Jewish ... inspiration of Marxism is the apoca- 
lyptic vision of a violent revolution which is inevitable because it 
is the decree ... of God himself, and which is to invert the present 
roles of Proletariat and Dominant Minority in ... a reversal of 
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roles which is to carry the Chosen People, at one bound, from 
the lowest to the highest place in the Kingdom of This World. 
Marx has taken the Goddess “Historical Necessity” in place of 
Yahweh for his omnipotent deity, and the internal proletariat of 
the modern Western World in place of Jewry; and his Messianic 
Kingdom is conceived as a Dictatorship of the Proletariat. But 
the salient features of the traditional Jewish apocalypse protrude 
through this threadbare disguise, and it is actually the pre- 
Rabbinical Maccabean Judaism that our philosopher-impresario 
is presenting in modern Western costume.!© 


The philosopher Karl Popper (himself Jewish), in citing this analy- 
sis of Marxism, declared that there is “certainly not much in this bril- 
liantly phrased passage with which I do not agree.”1¢ 

As mentioned, Muller eschews sociobiology and evolutionary psy- 
chology in his analysis of the relationship between Jews and capital- 
ism. From this arises the seeming paradox of Jewish overrepresenta- 
tion among the ranks of leading capitalists and neoconservatives on 
the one hand, and liberals, socialists and communists on the other. 
Muller does, however, acknowledge that the chief force drawing Jews 
into the communist embrace was anti-Semitism which “helped to 
push some Jews toward a movement that promised to eliminate anti- 
Semitism by abolishing its purported roots in capitalism itself” (p. 
133). The irony of this for Muller was that “the identification of Jews 
with Communism actually served to bolster anti-Semitism” and the 
result was “a dialectic of disaster: anti-Semitism led Jews to prominent 
positions in Communist movements, and their very salience in a 
movement that threatened existing society provided new fuel for anti- 
Semitism” (p. 133). 

Muller’s description of the massively disproportionate role of Jews 
in communist movements of the twentieth century is a lucid account, 
and fully supports Jewish historian Norman Cantor’s observation 
that: “In the first half of the twentieth century, Marxist-Leninist com- 
munism ran like an electromagnetic lightning flash through Jewish 
societies from Moscow to Western Europe, the United States and Can- 
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ada, gaining the lifelong adherence of brilliant, passionately dedicated 
Jewish men and women.”!” However, despite having offered a de- 
tailed account of the far-reaching nature of Jewish involvement in var- 
ious brutal Communist regimes throughout the twentieth century, 
Muller then incongruously declares that the identification of the Jew 
as Communist is a “myth”, maintaining that 


While the identification by anti-Semites of Jews with capitalism 
was based upon an exaggeration of the reality that Jews really 
tended to be more successful capitalists. The identification of 
Jews with Communism was grounded in the fact that while few 
Jews were in fact Communists, men and women of Jewish origin 
were particularly salient in Communist movements. “Judeo- 
Bolshevism” was a myth. But like many myths, it had just 
enough connection to reality to make it a plausible specter. (p. 
135) 


This is a spurious argument. In the USSR, the vast majority of Jews 
supported the communist regime, and indeed, the Jewish community 
was a pillar of support for the USSR throughout its history, particular 
in the period up to the end of WWII18 The Jewish community also 
was staunchly supportive of Communist regimes throughout Eastern 
Europe after WWII" In the West, many Jewish communists contin- 
ued to identify as Jews, and sympathy with communism was an en- 
tirely mainstream component of the support of the radical left that 
typified the Jewish community from the 1920s through the 1950s. In- 
deed, during the 1940s and 1950s, mainstream Jewish organizations 
purged communist-oriented groups as a result of pressure resulting 
from the anti-communist feelings of the era.?? 

Muller later refines his argument, claiming that while most Jews 
have never been communists, the overwhelming Jewish support for 
parties of the “Left” is one of the defining features of Jewish identity, 
and that in the United States “to the extent that the Republican Party 
is perceived as defining American identity in Christian terms, it tends 
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to repel Jews, just as Christianist parties in Europe once did. And for 
some Jews, especially those most distant from traditional Judaism, be- 
ing “on the Left has become an ersatz form of Jewish identity” (p. 131). 
For the children of Jewish immigrants (the red diaper babies), social- 
ism “lived on in intellectual life, less as a program than as organized 
nostalgia and as a form of secular ethnic identification” (p. 109). 

Muller accepts that, within this overwhelmingly socialist milieu, “a 
sizable minority of young Jews (often, but not always of Russian Jew- 
ish origin) were attracted to the more radical and revolutionary 
movement of Communism,” and that “this occurred in a remarkable 
range of settings: from Russia to the United States, from Egypt to 
South Africa” (p. 131). In addition, he concedes that “with so many 
Bolsheviks of Jewish origin in positions of leadership, it was easy to 
consider Bolshevism a “Jewish” phenomenon. And if Winston 
Churchill, who was personally remote from anti-Semitism, could re- 
gard Bolshevism as a disease of the Jewish body politic, those who 
had long conceived of Jews as the enemies of Christian civilization 
quickly concluded that Bolshevism was little more than a transmuta- 
tion of the essence of the Jewish soul” (p. 139). Or as Kevin MacDon- 
ald has defined it: a post-enlightenment manifestation of Judaism as a 
group evolutionary strategy. 

Nevertheless, despite the detailed evidence that he presents in his 
own book, the identification of Bolshevism with the Jews is, for Mul- 
ler, “mistaken”: 


The myth of the Jew as Bolshevik emerged from the wave of 
revolutions at the close of World War I. ... The identification of 
Jews with Communism was especially potent in those areas that 
had encountered Jewish revolutionaries firsthand in the post- 
war era: in Germany, Hungary, Poland, the Ukraine, and later 
Lithuania. ... The notion became central to the Nazi program of 
ideological anti-Semitism, and helped inspire the collaboration 
of non-Germans throughout eastern Europe in that program's 
murderous execution during World War II. After the war, the 
dialectic of anti-Semitism and Jewish involvement in Com- 
munism continued to influence the history of eastern Europe, as 
the conspicuous role played by men and women of Jewish origin 
in the Sovietization of eastern Europe one again transformed an- 
ti-Semitism, this time into an adjunct of popular opposition to 
Stalinism. (p. 134) 
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Muller maintains that most Jews were not Bolsheviks to begin with, 
but members of other socialist groups like the Yiddishist Bund, the 
Poalei Zion, and the Mensheviks. It was only once the civil war began 
that Jews began “to swing towards the Bolsheviks, and then not out of 
intrinsic attraction to the Reds but rather out of an instinct for self- 
preservation” (p. 141). A measure of the extent to which the image of 
Jewry was bound up with the anti-Tsarist forces was indicated when 
the Red Army moved into the Ukraine in 1919 led by Trotsky and “the 
Ukrainian nationalist commander Hryhoriiv, in his appeal for help 
against the Bolsheviks, claimed that ‘the people who crucified Christ 
rule the Ukraine.’” (p. 141). Such assertions undoubtedly increased 
attacks on Jews, and Muller observes that “the effect was to drive Jews 
into the arms of the Reds” who concluded that “their very lives de- 
pended on the defeat of the counterrevolution” (p. 142). 

Nevertheless, the idea that Jewish attraction to the Bolsheviks was 
purely reactive is at least controversial. Alexander Solzheni- 
tsyn writes that “thus it looked as though not only Bolshevik Jews, but 
all of Jewry had decided to take the Red side in the Civil War. Could 
we claim that their choice was completely reactive? No. Could we 
claim that they didn’t have any other choice? Again, no.”2! Muller 
therefore is supposing a non-existent consensus on this issue. 

Like others before him, Muller attributes the magnetic attraction of 
communism for Jews to the Jewish population explosion of the nine- 
teenth century, when their ‘number grew from about 1.5 million at the 
beginning of the century to almost eight million by 1913 (two million 
of whom emigrated to the New World). While demographic growth 
occurred throughout Europe, the Jews” rate of growth outstripped 
that of their non-Jewish counterparts.” Given this, it is, for Muller, ‘no 
wonder that eastern Europe became the crucible of Jewish socialism, 
for the prospects of improvement under capitalism seemed hopeless,” 
especially under a Tsarist regime that “radically restricted their access 
to higher education” (p. 139). 

This is a very inadequate account of relations between Jews, Rus- 
sians, and the Tsarist government prior to the Bolshevik Revolution. 
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For example, Solzhenitsyn notes that quotas on Jewish students of 5- 
10% were instituted partly because of fear that Jews would radicalize 
the student body.” (According to Wikipedia, in 1897, the Russian cen- 
sus of 1897 indicated a total Jewish population of Russia of 5,189,401 
persons of both sexes [4.13% of total population]. Of this total 93,9% 
lived in the 25 provinces of the Pale of Settlement. The total popula- 
tion of the Pale of Settlement amounted to 42,338,367—of these, 
4,805,354 [11.5%] were Jews.) Other restrictions on Jewish economic 
activity were enacted because of a desire to protect Russians from 
Jewish exploitation. In general, Solzhenitsyn portrays Jews as an ex- 
ploitative class over the peasantry, defends the actions of the Tsarist 
government, and notes that Jews concocted invidious portraits of Rus- 
sian actions which they used to rally their own people and influence 
Western governments against Russia. Muller is squarely in this Jewish 
scholarly tradition. 

In agreement with other historians, Muller notes that after the Bol- 
shevik revolution Jews quickly moved into “important and especially 
sensitive positions in the bureaucracy and administration of the new 
regime,” and, as a result, the first encounter with the new regime for 
many Russians “was likely to be with a commissar, tax officer, or se- 
cret police official of Jewish origin.” This rapid movement of Jews into 
the economic, cultural, and political fields throughout the 1920s 
reached its peak in the mid-1930s. “The last Jewish member appointed 
to the Politburo,” Muller notes, “was Lazar Kaganovich, who later 
presided over the politically motivated famine that took the lives of 
millions of Ukrainian peasants.” This is a far more truthful assessment 
than is offered by Jewish apologists like historian Martin Gilbert for 
whom Kaganovich was merely “the party ‘trouble-shooter’ whom Sta- 
lin put in charge of building the Moscow underground.” Muller at- 
tributes the Jewish overrepresentation in the Comintern and in organ- 
izing new communist movements around the world to their “multi- 
linguality.” 





22 See Kevin MacDonald, “Chapter 5 of 200 Years Together. “After the Murder of Alexander 
IL” The Occidental Observer, Aug. 1, 2010. 

http:/ /www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2010/08/chapter-5-of-200-years- 
together-% E2% 80% 9Cafter-the-murder-of-alexander-ii% E2%80%9D/ 

23 Martin Gilbert, From the Ends of the Earth: Jews in the Twentieth Century (London: 
Cassell & Co.), 171. 


Sanderson, “Capitalism and the Jews: A Review Essay” 49 


THE CASE OF HUNGARY 

Muller cites a prominent case study — that of Hungary — that 
would seem to disprove the thesis that Jews embraced communism 
most enthusiastically where their economic circumstances were poor- 
est. Nowhere was the economic and social ascent of Jews as rapid as 
in Hungary in the half-century before World War I. As Muller notes: 
“The prominence of Jews in the Hungarian Soviet Republic is all the 
more striking when one considers that the Jews of Hungary were 
richer than their coreligionists in eastern Europe and remarkably suc- 
cessful in attaining positions of status.” Furthermore, “Though only 5 
percent of the population, on the eve of World War I Jews made up 
almost half the doctors, lawyers, and journalists in Hungary” (p. 154). 

Muller vividly describes the vast extent of Jewish involvement in 
Communist regimes in Hungary both prior to and after World War II, 
starting with the Hungarian Soviet Republic of Bela Kun (Cohen) who 
seized power in March 1919 and lasted for only 133 days before suc- 
cumbing to invading Romanian troops. Muller notes that “of the gov- 
ernment’s forty-nine commissars, thirty-one were of Jewish origin” (p. 
153). Despite their relative economic success, the “secularized Jewish 
intelligentsia of Hungary was naturally attracted to the ideology of 
radical internationalist socialism, which promised a political commu- 
nity based on universalism rather than on religious or national partic- 
ularism” (p. 155). It was an ideology that, as Kevin MacDonald notes 
“would transform the economic and political basis of society and 
would also be consistent with the continuity of Judaism.” 

When they seized power in 1919 these Jewish revolutionaries acted 
in enthusiastic accord with their radical political principles: 


Statues of Hungarian kings and national heroes were torn down, 
the national anthem was banned, and the display of the national 
colors was made a punishable offense. ... Radical agitators were 
dispatched to the countryside, where they ridiculed the institu- 
tion of the family and threatened to turn churches into movie 
theatres. ... Antipathy soon enough focused on the Jews. Young 
revolutionaries of Jewish origin had been sent to the countryside 
to administer the newly collectivized agricultural estates; their 
radicalism was exceeded only by their incompetence, reinforcing 
peasant anti-Semitism. The Jesuits, for their part, interpreted the 
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revolution as Jewish and anti-Christian in essence. ... Rumors 
abounded that the revolutionaries were everywhere desecrating 
the Host. In Budapest as in the countryside, opposition to the re- 
gime, defense of the church, and anti-Semitism went hand in 
hand. (pp. 156-157) 


An eyewitness account of the Hungarian Soviet Republic was pub- 
lished in 1921 by the visiting French brothers Jean and Jéréme Tha- 
raud entitled Quand Israél est roi (When Israel is King). Muller points 
out that: “Interspersed with accounts of the confiscation of wealth by 
the revolutionaries and the replacement of Christian professors by 
young Jewish intellectuals were reflections such as this: “A New Jeru- 
salem was growing up on the banks of the Danube. It emanated from 
Karl Marx's Jewish brain, and was built by Jews upon a foundation of 
very ancient ideas” (p. 160). In 1933 the Tharaud brothers would enti- 
tle their new book on Hitler’s new regime Quand Israél n’est plus roi 
(When Israel is No Longer King). 

After World War II, Hungary again offered an extreme example of 
the overrepresentation of Jews in the new Communist government 
brought to power by the Red Army. In Muller’s view, “the utilization 
of Jews in prominent positions was, to use an apposite phrase, “no ac- 
cident.’ In the newly conquered nations of eastern and central Europe, 
the Soviets had few reliable supporters. Suspicion of Russian imperial- 
ism was old and well-founded, and anti-Communism almost a na- 
tional religion” (p. 170). Jews were among the very few natives whom 
the Soviets could trust to carry out their plans. Muller notes that “be- 
cause they were familiar with local conditions and fanatically antifas- 
cist, Jews were often chosen for the security police. Because of their 
high level of education, they were particularly active in the fields of 
propaganda and education” (p. 171). 

Note that Muller casually conflates fascism with nationalism. 
Throughout post-WWII Eastern Europe patriotic nationalist forces 
were brutally suppressed by communist governments, as in Poland.” 
The Jews who aided the communist regimes were therefore engaged 
not in anti-fascism but in actions opposed to the traditional peoples 
and culture of these societies, while typically maintaining their own 
ethnic commitments. In this regard, they were reprising the very tra- 
ditional role of Jews in making alliances with alien ruling elites in op- 
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position to native peoples—a theme of traditional anti-Semitism.*° A 
classic example, in another national context, was Markus Wolf who 
was “active at first in the propaganda apparatus of the [East German] 
regime,” and who later headed the East German military espionage 
service (the Stasi) until 1987. 

Muller also speculates that Stalin’s motive for installing so many 
Jewish leaders to enforce Soviet rule in conquered eastern Europe was 
that communists of Jewish origin seemed the least likely to form an 
alliance with the local populace against the hegemony of the Soviets, 
as Tito had done in Yugoslavia. Muller observes that “nowhere were 
Jews more prominent in the Sovietization of the nation” than in Hun- 
gary, where “the key post of general secretary was once again occu- 
pied by a Jew, Matyas Rakosi” who billed himself as “Stalin’s best pu- 
pil” (p. 173). The next five major positions were filled by Jews, name- 
ly, Erné Geré (Singer) who became Minister of State; Mihaly Farkas 
(Wolf) who became <inister of Defense; Jozsef Révai who became the 
party’s chief ideologist and Minister of Culture; Gabor Péter (born Be- 
no Auspitz) became head of the Hungarian political police; while con- 
trol of the Hungarian economy went to another Jew, Zoltan Vas 
(Weinberger). 

Muller estimates that 30 percent or more of higher police officials 
were Jewish, and “many departments of the security apparatus were 
headed by Jews.” Many of these Jews had spent years, even decades, 
in the Soviet Union, while others “had returned from concentration 
camps or who survived the war in Budapest” and who, as well as re- 
garding the Soviets as their liberators, nursed “a burning desire for 
vengeance against the Hungarians” who had collaborated with the 
Germans. “By moving into the army, the police, and the security ap- 
paratus,” he notes, “these young Jewish survivors put themselves in a 
position to settle accounts with the men of the Arrow Cross” (p. 175). 
It was hardly surprising in such an environment that anti-Jewish riots 
broke out in 1946. The oppressive nature of the new regime can be 
gauged by the fact that between 1952 and 1955 “the police opened 
files on over a million Hungarians, 45 percent of whom were penal- 
ized,” and Muller concedes that “Jews were very salient in the appa- 
ratus of repression” (pp. 178-179). 

It has not gone unnoticed that, despite the evidence for very large 
Jewish involvement in communist crimes, “there are no apologies 
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from Jewish organizations and very few mea culpas from Jewish intel- 
lectuals.”?” At the end of his chapter on the Jews and radical anti- 
Capitalism, Muller offers a partial, cautiously framed semi-apology by 
claiming that “communists of Jewish origin, no less than their non- 
Jewish counterparts, were led by their anti-capitalist ideals to partici- 
pate in disastrous policies and to take part in heinous crimes against 
Jews and non-Jews alike.” He particularly laments that “the conspicu- 
ous role played by Jews in the Communist movement, though rarely 
the primary cause of anti-Jewish sentiment, fanned the flames of anti- 
Semitism” (p. 188). 

We are thus led to conclude that while Jews may have been promi- 
nent as perpetrators of communist crimes, they were, together with 
non-Jews, the equally prominent victims of these crimes. There is a 
fundamental dishonesty in this position, in that Jews were most cer- 
tainly not the victims of communist oppression to anywhere near the 
extent that the non-Jewish groups were and, proportionately, were 
represented among the agents of this oppression to a vastly greater 
degree than any non-Jewish group. The reality is that, rather than its 
victims, Jews were instrumental in the rise to power of many brutal 
communist regimes, and were deeply involved in the murderous 
reign of terror unleashed by these regimes; and as financiers, apolo- 
gists and spies for the Soviet Union in the West. This simple truth is 
something that Muller, ultimately, is not willing to concede. 

Note also that Muller implies that Jewish communists were mo- 
tived by “anti-capitalist ideals.” This move is typical of Jewish apolo- 
gists of Jewish involvement in communism. Essentially it is the idea 
that Jewish communists ceased being Jews motivated by the percep- 
tion of Jewish interests. Rather, they were idealists pursuing ethically 
lofty aims. Nevertheless, the historical evidence clearly indicates that 
communist Jews retained a Jewish identification and that they were 
motivated in part by hostility toward traditional Western societies 
seen as anti-Jewish.2° 


JEWISH CAPITALISM AND ANTI-CAPITALISM IN THE UNITED STATES 
The other prominent example that refutes the thesis that Jews be- 
came more radicalized where their economic and social disadvantage 





27 MacDonald, The Culture of Critique, Ibid., xliv. 
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was greatest is the United States. While the communists never came to 
power in the United States, Muller notes that 


the image of the Jew as Communist played an often overlooked 
role in the history not only of Jews in America, but of the mil- 
lions of Jews in eastern Europe who would have liked to emi- 
grate to the United States after World War I, but who were pre- 
vented from doing so by the immigration restrictions enacted in 
the early 1920s, culminating in the Reed-Johnson Act of 1924. For 
those restrictions were motivated in part by the identification of 
Jews with political radicalism. (pp. 161-162) 


Kevin MacDonald points out that in the United States the Jewish 
embrace of radical political ideology “became disassociated from the 
usual demographic variables not long after arrival.” This was because 
“American Jews had far less reason than other ethnic groups to wish 
for an overthrow of capitalism because they tended to be relatively 
economically privileged.” A prime example of this was the fact that 
the New Left radical students of the 1960s came disproportionately 
from highly educated and affluent families. The only viable explana- 
tion for this phenomenon lies in social identity theory which would 
predict that Jews would embrace an ideology that entailed a negative 
evaluation of the non-Jewish outgroup cultural norms and power 
structure. As MacDonald notes: “social identity processes and their 
influence on perception of ethnic (group) interests rather than eco- 
nomic self-interest appears to be paramount here.” ”? 

The fall of National Socialism and communism have, Muller ob- 
serves, not dispelled the centuries-old nexus between the image of the 
Jew and the evaluation of capitalism. He detects their twenty-first cen- 
tury echoes “in the rhetoric of accusation against the World Bank and 
the International Monetary Fund.” Moreover, he notes that “since the 
end of Communism, the condemnation of capitalism, Jewry, and the 
United States have frequently been blended together, with the shadow 
of usury and the specter of the Jews now cast over the United States” 
(p. 71). This is hardly surprising given that it is estimated that around 
fifty percent of Wall Street executives are Jewish,*° and given the Jew- 
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ish stranglehold over the Federal Reserve System and the economic 
departments of the US Federal Government. 

The global financial crisis, its causation, and the subsequent reces- 
sion that has gripped many parts of the West have, once again, high- 
lighted the relationship between capitalism and the Jews. The Jewish 
financial elite (whose speculative activities were allowed to expand 
for two decades at the expense of the productive sectors of the econ- 
omy) behaved more like an organized criminal gang than an elite with 
a sense of civic responsibility and commitment to the long term viabil- 
ity of the societies in which they dwell. This is not surprising given the 
history of diasporic Jews thinking of themselves as outsiders, alienat- 
ed from the societies around them — a hostile elite with a potent sense 
of historical grievance. For American Jewry, forever fixated on the ag- 
gressive pursuit of their individual and group interests, the viability 
of their host society has always been a lesser concern. 


ETERNAL STRANGERS: ANTI-JEWISH MUSINGS 
THROUGHOUT HISTORY (PART III OF ITT) 


THOMAS DALTON 





One might well ask, Why are there any Jews in the world order? 
That would be exactly like asking, Why are there potato bugs? 
Nature is dominated by the law of struggle. There will always be 
parasites... 

— J. Goebbels! 


ANTI-JEWISH WRITING, 1840-1900 

By the middle of the 19 century the “Jewish Question” in Germa- 
ny—that is, the debate over civil and political emancipation for the 
Jews—was heating up. As I explained in Part II of this essay (Fall, 
2011), such notable figures as Fichte, Herder, Goethe, and Schopen- 
hauer publicly opposed part or all of the equality program. One prob- 
lem was that there was as yet no unified German state, only loosely 
aligned kingdoms and duchies; unification would come in 1870. The 
other issue was the nature of the Jews themselves—their religious 
identity, extreme reluctance to integrate, their role in financial exploi- 
tation, and what was often viewed as their generally distasteful de- 
meanor. 

In the early 1840s the philosopher Bruno Bauer wrote two influen- 
tial anti-Jewish tracts: Die Judenfrage (“The Jewish Question”; 1842) 
and Die Fiahigkeit der heutigen Juden und Christen frei zu werden (“The 
Capacity of Present-day Jews and Christians to become Free”; 1843).? 
These have become famous in large part because they drew the atten- 
tion of a 25-year-old Karl Marx, who penned a reply, Zur Judenfrage 
(“On the Jewish Question”), in 1843.3 


1 Joseph Goebbels, The Goebbels Diaries: 1942-1943 (L. Lochner, trans.; New York: 
Doubleday, 1948), 377. Entry is dated 13 May 1943. 

2 Bruno Bauer, “The capacity of present-day Jews and Christians to become free” 
(M. Malloy, trans.), Philosophical Forum 8, 2-4, 1843/1978). Die Judenfrage, is not 
translated into English. 

3 Karl Marx. 1843/1978. “On the Jewish Question.” In R. Tucker (Ed.), The Marx- 
Engels Reader (New York: Norton). 
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In the first piece Bauer argues that the Jews are incapable of eman- 
cipation because of the exclusive nature of their religion, which places 
them above all others and thus creates a virtual “war against humani- 
ty.” Emancipation demands universality, a recognition of the equal 
moral and legal standing of all men. But the Jews cannot do this—or 
if they did, they would cease to be Jews. Their sense of a privileged 
and special destiny leads to “conceit and arrogance” on their part, and 
accounts for past brutalities against their enemies—a kind of “rage to 
annihilate.” In general the Jews display a “selfish and hypochondria- 
cal” concern for their own well-being. Consequently, they are “them- 
selves to blame for the oppression they suffered, because they pro- 
voked it by their adherence to their law, their language, to their whole 
way of life.” The Jews, says Bauer, “are of necessity oppressed and 
their suffering is incurable.”4 

Marx quotes Bauer to the same effect: 


The question is whether the Jew as such, that is, the Jew who 
himself avows that he is constrained by his true nature to live 
eternally separate from men, is able to acquire and to concede to 
others the universal rights of man. .... As long as he remains 
Jewish, the limited nature which makes him a Jew must prevail 
over the human nature which should associate him, as a man, 
with other men; and it will isolate him from everyone who is not 
a Jew.° 


And it must be recalled here that Marx himself was an ethnic Jew 
(though raised Christian), and could thus presumably relate to these 
characteristics. Also worth noting is that the debate was not about 
some substantial minority of, say, 10% or 15% of the nation. Jews con- 
stituted not more than 2% of any German province, and in the largest 
state, Prussia, they were only around 1.3% at that time.°® 

Bauer’s second essay, Die Fahigkeit, was less pointedly critical, but 
did give Marx greater opportunity to comment. In the essay Bauer 
notes that, relatively speaking, “Christianity stands far above Judaism, 





4 Cited in D. Leopold, “The Hegelian anti-Semitism of Bruno Bauer,” History of 
European Ideas, 25(4) (1999). 

5 Cited in Marx, “On the Jewish Question,” Ibid., 40. 

6 Leopold (p. 196; note 31) reports that Jews comprised 1.2% of Prussia in 1816 
and 1.4% in 1861. 
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the Christian far above the Jew,”’ though both are held back by their 
adherence to religious dogma. To gain true freedom, the Christian 
must only break with his religion; but the Jew has a double task: not 
only religious emancipation, but also to free himself from his ‘Jewish 
essence.’ Thus, “the Jew has it harder if he wants to raise himself to 
freedom.”® But this is highly unlikely. From the standpoint of the 
Jew, “[his] Jewish and restricted essence always and at last carries 
away the victory over his human and political duties.” The Jewish 
essence —a racial essence—will always trump any concerns for hu- 
manity at large. But perhaps the most serious problem was the par- 
ticularly Jewish tendency for relativistic, hypocritical, amoral reason- 
ing that Bauer calls “Jewish Jesuitism”: 


The Jewish Jesuitism is the naked cunning of material egoism, 
common artfulness, and for all that, rude, clumsy hypocrisy, 
since it is concerned with entirely natural material means. It is 
so clumsy and repulsive, that one can only turn away from it 
with disgust.!° 


This way of thinking, he said, is merely “animal cunning.” 

For Marx, such analysis is fine as far as it goes, but it neglects the 
practical details. “Let us consider,” he says, “the real Jew... the every- 
day Jew.”!! Religion is secondary; Jewish essence or “nature” is the 
real driver. “What is the profane basis of Judaism? Practical need, self- 
interest. What is the worldly cult of the Jews? Huckstering. What is 
his worldly god? Money.” This essence is unchangeable, so if we wish 
to reduce the negative impact of the Jews, we must eliminate the con- 
ditions under which they thrive: “An organization of society which 
would abolish the pre-conditions and thus the very possibility of 
huckstering, would make the Jew impossible.” It is our monetary, 
capitalist society that allows Jews to flourish, and if we are dissatisfied 
with this, then we must change this aspect of society. In a very real 
sense, we ourselves— we non-Jews—are to blame for the pernicious 
influence of the Jews. Freeing them means, in reality, freeing our- 





7 Bauer, “The capacity of present-day Jews and Christians to become free,” [bid., 
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selves from the “Jewish conditions.” Marx is pointed: “In the final 
analysis, the emancipation of the Jews is the emancipation of mankind 
from Judaism.” !? 

From their standpoint, the Jews are doing just fine, and indeed they 
exert massively disproportionate power without civil rights. Marx 
again quotes Bauer's Fahigkeit: 


The Jew, who is merely tolerated in Vienna for example, deter- 
mines the fate of the whole [Austrian] Empire by his financial 
power. The Jew, who may be entirely without rights in the 
smallest German state, decides the destiny of Europe. While the 
corporations and guilds exclude the Jew, ... the audacity of [Jew- 
ish] industry mocks the obstinacy of medieval institutions. ... [It 
is] a hypocritical situation when, in theory, the Jew is deprived 
of political rights, while in practice he wields tremendous power 
and exercises on a wholesale scale the political influence which 
is denied him in minor matters. 


Money, says Marx, has become “a world power,” and since the Jew is 
the master of money, he thereby masters the world. (One might note, 
once again, how little has changed in the intervening years.) “Money 
is the jealous god of Israel, beside which no other god may exist.”1% 
Marx closes by reiterating his main point: “The social emancipation of 
the Jew is the emancipation of society from Judaism.” 4 

After that early essay, Marx wrote little on the Jews other than oc- 
casional passing comments, primarily in his letters to Engels. His 
classic work Capital (1867) seems at times to implicitly equate them 
with the despised capitalists. Marx’s graphic imagery evokes Jewish 
stereotypes, as in this infamous passage: “Capital is dead labor 
which, vampire-like, lives only by sucking living labor, and lives the 
more, the more labor it sucks.”!© Elsewhere he conjures up the old foe- 
tor Judaicus: “The capitalist knows that all commodities, however tat- 
tered they may look, or however badly they may smell, are in faith 





12 Jbid., 49. 

13 Jbid., 50. 
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and in truth money, are by nature circumcised Jews.”!° But this was 
the extent of his commentary. 

Bauer, on the other hand, continued to write against them —and all 
the more urgently, as the political situation evolved. After the defeat 
of Napoleon in 1815, the 39 victorious German states formed a loose 
alliance known as the German Confederation; it was dominated by 
the largest state, Prussia. The next few decades saw growing public 
dissatisfaction and increasing agitation for a democratic constitution, 
both within the individual states and at the level of the Confederation. 
In early 1848, following the Paris rebellion, Germans in Prussia and 
several other states revolted. A hybrid form of a constitutional mon- 
archy was established, but it collapsed a year later and the Confedera- 
tion was restored. 

Throughout this time of turmoil, Jews worked to increase their 
power and influence. They reasserted their signature political strate- 
gy: playing two sides against the other, and claiming victory regard- 
less of the outcome. Thus it was that Bauer published a striking essay, 
in English, in the New York Daily Tribune, titled “The Present Position 
of the Jews.”!” He begins the piece by acknowledging this very strate- 
gy: “It is a remarkable coincidence, that not only the democracy, but 
also the reaction, has its Jews” —that is, both the democratic revolu- 
tion and the monarchical reaction had its Jewish advocates. In the 
revolutionary year of 1848, “there was no popular assembly in Berlin 
or Vienna in which one or two Jews were not the principal harangu- 
ers; there was no democratic committee in which Jews did not con- 
duct the counsels or draft the resolutions.” Clearly they hoped to gain 
power and civil rights through a democratic revolution, as they had 
with Disraeli in England. But having failed in Germany, the Jews 
quickly switched allegiance to the old monarchies, and in the chaos of 
the day, consolidated their influence. Only a few years prior, Bauer 
writes, the German governments actively sought to separate and ghet- 
toize the Jews; “and now the Jews sit in the cabinets of monarchs, Jews 
are invited by Kings to lay before them the results of their reflection 
and of their philosophical inquiries.” 

Bauer asks, “How then are we to interpret these facts?” It is a story 
dating back to the Roman Empire, when the Jews “were intimately 


16 Ibid., 256. 
” Bruno Bauer, “The present position of the Jews.” New York Daily Tribune (7 
June, 1852; 5-6). 


60 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 4, Winter 2011-2012 


connected with the heathen [commoners] in social relations” while “at 
the same time they also had intimate relations with the Imperial 
Court. ... They crowded around Augustus, Tiberius, and Caligula, 
and succeeded in gaining their favor.” Their ultimate goal was al- 
ways something like democracy, a system that would give all Jews 
full rights and full economic privilege—and thus maximum influence 
and power. Rome collapsed because the 


creative powers of antiquity were paralyzed, everything was 
brought to a dead level, the whole world had become a mass of 
individuals possessing equal rights. ... The leveling tendency of 
the Jews, so hostile to historical distinctions and forms, had 
found a congenial atmosphere for its development. 


According to Bauer, the same process was now occurring in Ger- 
many. “[Only] ten years ago, the present victory of Judaism would 
have been a pure impossibility.” Jews capitalized on both the new 
constitutional democracies and the older monarchies: “Thus has the 
day dawned on democratic and reactionary Judaism.” And yet Bauer 
was optimistic; Jews on both fronts “deceive” themselves. The demo- 
cratic ones fail to realize that ancient distinctions between peoples 
cannot be leveled, and that “new forces” are building from below. 
The monarchies, on the other hand, are based in an aristocracy that is 
fundamentally opposed to the oriental foreigner. For the influential 
Jews, “everything is a lifeless calculation,” which in time can only 
“open the eyes of the people to the difference between themselves and 
these [Jewish] leaders. The people begin to feel that these men have 
no heart for their sufferings or their joys.” In short, “the people feel 
the total difference of race” —a difference that must inevitably reassert 
itself. 

But it would take longer than Bauer anticipated. German unifica- 
tion in 1870 brought full emancipation in all states—a process that re- 
curred throughout much of Europe. The formation of the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire in 1867 began a new “liberal era” there, and “no 
group had benefited more from the liberal era than the Jews.”18 Their 
rapid success was astonishing: 





18 Jerry Muller. 2002. The Mind and the Market (New York: Knopf), 348. 
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By the end of the empire [in 1918], between a quarter and a third 
of students at the University of Vienna were Jewish. Jews domi- 
nated the liberal professions of medicine and law. They owned 
many of the major Austrian banks as well as the most important 
newspaper in the country, the Neue Freie Presse. 


Albert Lindemann quotes a German-Jewish writer who lived in Vien- 
na around 1900: “All public life was dominated by Jews. The banks, 
the press, the theater, literature, social organizations, all lay in the 
hands of the Jews.”!? All this was made possible by “liberal principles 
of equality”; and hence one can well understand how it is that, in the 
present day, such principles are proclaimed as the highest accom- 
plishments of mankind. 

In Germany, Jews quickly took up dominant positions in finance 
and commerce after unification, and they became closely associated 
with free-market capitalism and the stock exchange. “Many highly 
visible Jews made fortunes in dubious ways. ... Those Jewish newly 
rich in Germany ... were widely regarded as especially offensive. ... 
They were unusually ruthless in their quest for monetary gain.”2° In 
1874 a popular liberal magazine reported that “90% of brokers and 
stock promoters in the capital [Berlin] were Jews” —“which,” states 
Lindemann, “may have been true.”?! 

Such circumstances led to another wave of anti-Jewish critiques. In 
1879 an influential but today little-known work appeared, The Victory 
of Jewry over Germandom, written by the journalist Wilhelm Marr. In 
this short piece he offers a “resigned pessimism”: Germany and in- 
deed much of the civilized world have been conquered by the Jews. 
He calls for “an open and honest admission that Israel has become a 
world power of the very first rank. ... Without a shred of irony, I pub- 
licly proclaim the world-historical triumph of Jewry, the news of a lost 





19 Albert Lindemann. 1997. Esau’s Tears: Modern Anti-Semitism and the Rise of the 
Jews (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press), 189. A similar situation devel- 
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after Warsaw” (Muller, The Mind and the Market, Ibid., 260). 
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battle, the victory of the enemy.”” Traditional hatred toward the Jews 
is based “first, in their aversion to honest labor; second, in their legally 
prescribed enmity toward all non-Jews.”*? The Germans were unable 
to form a cohesive state and thus unable to repel the invaders: 


The slick, cunning, elastic Jews wormed their way into this con- 
fused, clumsy Germanic element. The Jews were well-suited by 
their purely realistic intelligence—their slyness—to look down 
upon Germandom, and to subdue the monarchical, knightly, 
lumbering German by enabling him in his vices.*4 


The outlook is grim—“We Germans will become their slaves” — and 
the circumstances quite remarkable: “without striking a blow, in fact, 
politically persecuted through the centuries, Jewry today has become 
the socio-political dictator of Germany.” For Marr this was a battle 
of cultures, and the superior culture won —it is as simple as that. And 
not only in Germany but all of Europe, which is doomed to suffer the 
same fate within one and a half centuries: “the last brief hour for con- 
demned Europe will strike in 150 years at the most...”26—Wwhich 
would take us to the year 2030. An inexorable process has begun, and 
now “it is too late. We have been so thoroughly submerged in Juda- 
ism, that all of modern society would have to be put in question, if we 
wanted to forcefully emerge again.”?” Like Marx, Marr ultimately 
blames his fellow countrymen: 


You elect the alien master to your parliaments. You make 
them legislators and judges. You make them dictators of the 
state finance system. You deliver up your press to them. ... 
What do you expect after all this??8 





22 Cited in R. Levy, Anti-Semitism in the Modern World (Lexington, MA: D. C. 
Heath, 1991), 77. Levy has a nearly complete translation. For a full and alternate 
version, see the online text at: 

http:/ /www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/livres10/Marreng. pdf. 

3 Ibid., 78. 

4 Ibid., 81. 

25 Ibid., 83-84. 

26 Ibid., 89. 

27 Passage from the online translation (see Note 22 above), as edited from Levy. 

28 Levy, Anti-Semitism in the Modern World, Ibid., 91; emphasis added. 
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Marr concludes the piece—“To Semitism belongs world mastery!” “Let 
us reconcile ourselves to the inevitable since we are unable to alter it. 
Its name is: Finis Germaniae.”*? 

The composer Richard Wagner promoted virtually the same view- 
point. As early as 1850, not long after Bauer and Marx wrote their cri- 
tiques, Wagner observed that the debate over Jewish emancipation 
was all but irrelevant; “we see ourselves rather in the position of 
fighting for emancipation from the Jews. The Jew is in fact, in the cur- 
rent state of this world, already more than emancipated. He rules, and 
he will continue to rule as long as money remains the power [in socie- 
ty].”°° “Judaism,” he adds, “is the bad conscience of our modern civi- 
lization.”3! Some of Wagner’s writings, particularly Judaism in Music 
just cited, received an angry response from the European press. His 
explanation: “The unheard-of hostility that I have met with in the 
newspapers of Europe since [that work] can be understood only by 
taking into account, bearing in mind that all European newspapers are 
almost exclusively controlled by Jews.” 

If there was any doubt in this, Wagner surely felt vindicated just a 
few years later. Writing in a local newspaper in 1878, he quoted from 
a recent pamphlet by an unnamed German Jew, who said: 


The modern world must triumph because it is incomparably 
better-armed than the old, orthodox world. ... German Jewry 
works so energetically, so colossally, so untiringly ... that the 
greatest part of Christendom is being led, consciously or un- 
consciously, by modern Jewry. With few exceptions, there is 
no newspaper or piece of literature which is not directly or 
indirectly presided over by Jews.°*? 


Wagner's retort: “How true!” 

Three years after that, and not long after the release of Marr’s work, 
Wagner was contemplating the virtual takeover of a once-noble Ger- 
man culture. In an 1881 letter to King Ludwig II of Bavaria, he said: 
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I regard the Jewish race as the born enemy of pure humanity 
and everything that is noble in it; it is certain that we Germans 
will go under before them, and perhaps I am the last German 
who knows how to stand up as an art-loving man against the 
Judaism that is already getting control of everything.*4 


Shortly thereafter he remarked, “If our culture is collapsing, there’s no 
harm in that; but if it collapses through the Jews, that’s a disgrace.”*° 
At about this same time, the economist and philosopher Eugen 
Duhring published a “vitriolic and acerbic frontal attack on Jews,”°¢ 
titled The Jewish Question as a Question of Race, Morals, and Culture 
(1881). It was a learned and scientific piece, arguing that the Jews 
“were a unique human species with marked physical and moral char- 
acteristics” >” — all of which were negative. Israeli historian Jacob Katz 
admits that Diihring was “a remarkable scholar” with “a high degree 
of intelligence,” and that his pamphlet “revealed a great measure of 
analytical acumen.” His work captured the critical attention of a 
number of scholars of the day, most notably Engels and Nietzsche. 
Nietzsche, of course, was himself one of the more famous critics of 
Jews and Judaism.** As early as 1869, at age 25, he was complaining 
in letters of “Jewish greediness” as a cause of social degradation.*? As 
he began to produce full works, nearly every one included comments 
on Jewish issues. In his early book Human, All-Too Human (1878) he 
observed that “the youthful Jew of the stock exchange is the most re- 
pugnant invention of the whole human race” (sec. 475). Daybreak 
(1881) includes the remark that the Jews were capable of “the coldest 
self-possession” and were “the best haters there have ever been” (sec. 
377). In The Gay Science, Book 3 (1882), Nietzsche sarcastically notes 
that the Jews are indeed “chosen” people, precisely because “they had 
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a more profound contempt for the human being in themselves than any 
other people” (sec. 136). By 1886 he too could see that Jewry was on 
the verge of domination of European culture: “That the Jews, if they 
wanted it ... could even now have preponderance, indeed quite liter- 
ally mastery over Europe, that is certain” (Beyond Good and Evil, sec. 
251). 

On a more philosophical level, Nietzsche claimed that the ancient 
Jews were the source of the despised “slave rebellion” in morals, in 
which the nascent Judeo-Christian morality overtook and defeated the 
nobler Greco-Roman system—with dreadful consequences for two 
millennia. In Will to Power, Nietzsche describes the Jews as “people of 
the basest origin, in part rabble, outcasts not only from good but also 
from respectable society, raised away from even the smell of culture” 
(sec. 199). Consequently they are deeply untrustworthy: “When Jews 
step forward as innocence itself, then the danger is great.” And, in 
truth, they have never moved beyond their historical role as subvert- 
ers of society and culture. In Antichrist (1888) he writes, 


The Jewish nation ... took the side of all decadence instincts ... 
because it divined in them a power by means of which one 
can prevail against ‘the world.” The Jews ... have a life- 
interest in making mankind sick, and in inverting the concepts 
of “good’ and ‘evil,’ ‘true’ and ‘false’ in a mortally dangerous 
and world-maligning sense. (sec. 24) 


INTO THE 20™ CENTURY 

Just before the turn of the century, a transplanted Englishman 
named Houston Stewart Chamberlain took up permanent residence in 
Germany and wrote vigorously in its defense. In 1899 he published a 
seminal book, Foundations of the 19" Century—a work extolling Ger- 
man nationalism and cultural and racial superiority. It would pro- 
foundly influence intellectuals throughout Europe, most notably the 
young founders of National Socialism: Adolf Hitler, Joseph Goebbels, 
and Alfred Rosenberg. 

Chamberlain opens his book with a look at historical principles: 


If we contemplate the outward history of the people of Israel, 
it certainly offers at the first glance little that is attractive; ... 
all the meanness of which men are capable seems concentrat- 
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ed in this one small nation; .... the grinning mask of vice 
stares at us from out of their history in unveiled nakedness.” 


Later he notes that “we live today in a ‘Jewish age’”4!— which, for 
Europeans, is a profoundly foreign age. “This alien people, ever- 
lastingly alien, because ... it is indissolubly bound to an alien law that 
is hostile to all other peoples—this alien people has become ... a dis- 
proportionately important and in many spheres actually dominant 
constituent of our life.” A century earlier the philosopher Herder 
condemned those who became “willing slaves of Jewish usury”; but 
today, says Chamberlain, “he could say the same of by far the greatest 
part of the civilized world. ... Practically all branches of our life have 
become more or less willing slaves of the Jews.” 

It is foolish to speak only of a Jewish religion. In reality it is a na- 
tion, a single people. 


The Jewish nomocracy (that is, rule of the law) unites the 
Jews, no matter how scattered they may be over all the lands 
of the world, into a firm, uniform and absolutely political or- 
ganism, in which community of blood testifies to a common 
past and gives a guarantee for a common future. ... This na- 
tional idea culminates in the unshakable confidence in the 
universal empire of the Jews. 


Ultimate blame for the Jewish usurpation of Europe belongs not to 
them, but to the ruling elite that knowingly compromised themselves 
for the sake of money. Responsibility lies with “those Europeans who 
have always, from the most base motives, encouraged, protected, and 
fostered the disintegrating activity of the Jews —and these are primari- 
ly the Princes and the nobility ... : the Princes because they need mon- 
ey for their wars, the nobility because they live extravagantly.”*% And 
yet, even this Jewish menace will meet its end, suggests Chamberlain. 
“Of a surety he will pass away like all that has grown.” 





40 Houston Stewart Chamberlain, Foundations of the 19 Century, Vol. 1 (New 
York: H. Fertig, 1899/1968), 10. 
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Which brings us to the National Socialist era. Obviously there is 
much more to say than can fit into one essay, but it is worth mention- 
ing a few remarks by the most prominent party members — starting 
with Hitler. Born in a small Austrian town in 1889, he moved to Vi- 
enna at age 18 to study art, and was confronted with the overpower- 
ing Jewish presence there—recall the quotes by Muller and Linde- 
mann above. A decorated soldier in World War I, he came to detest 
the onerous settlement inflicted upon a defeated Germany. In 1919, at 
the age of 30, Hitler made his first entry into politics, joining the Ger- 
man Workers’ Party (DAP). It was at this time that he was asked for 
his position on the Jews. He responded with a letter to one Adolf 
Gemlich dated 16 September, commonly known as Hitler's “first letter 
on the Jews.” It reads in part: 


If the threat with which Jewry faces our people has given rise to 
undeniable hostility on the part of a large section of our people, 
the cause of this hostility must be sought in the clear recognition 
that Jewry as such is deliberately or unwittingly having a perni- 
cious effect on our nation, but mostly in personal intercourse, in 
the poor impression the Jew makes as an individual. As a result, 
antisemitism far too readily assumes a purely emotional charac- 
ter. But this is not the correct response. Antisemitism as a politi- 
cal movement may not and cannot be molded by emotional fac- 
tors but only by recognition of the facts. 


To begin with, the Jews are unquestionably a race, not a religious 
community. .... Through inbreeding for thousands of years, of- 
ten in very small circles, the Jew has been able to preserve his 
race and his racial characteristics much more successfully than 
most of the numerous people among whom he has lived. As a 
result there lives amongst us a non-German, alien race, unwill- 
ing and indeed unable to shed its racial characteristics, its par- 
ticular feelings, thoughts and ambitions and nevertheless enjoy- 
ing the same political rights as we ourselves do. And since even 
the Jew's feelings are limited to the purely material realm, his 
thoughts and ambitions are bound to be so even more strongly. 
Their dance around the golden calf becomes a ruthless struggle 
for all the possessions that we feel deep down are not the highest 
and not the only ones worth striving for on this earth. ... 
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All this results in that mental attitude and that quest for mon- 
ey and the power to protect it which allow the Jew to become 
so unscrupulous in his choice of means, so merciless in their 
use of his own ends. ... His power is the power of the money, 
which multiplies in his hands effortlessly and endlessly 
through interest, and with which he imposes a yoke upon the 
nation that is the more pernicious in that its glitter disguises 
its ultimately tragic consequences. Everything that makes the 
people strive for higher goals, be it religion, socialism, or de- 
mocracy, is to the Jew merely a means to an end, the way to 
satisfy his greed and thirst for power. The result of his works 
is racial tuberculosis of the nation. ... 


Rational anti-Semitism ... must lead to a systematic and legal 
struggle against, and eradication of, the privileges the Jews 
enjoy over the other foreigners living among us .... Its final 
objective, however, must be the total removal of all Jews from 
our midst.# 


The letter is striking for its tempered and rational demeanor, its 
consistency with previous critiques, and its uncompromising attitude. 
The reference to “tuberculosis” recalls the ancient biological imagery 
that appeared among the Romans, as discussed in Part I of this essay 
(Summer, 2011); it was clearly no invention of Hitler’s. Also notewor- 
thy is the final line, which indicates a desire to cleanse Germany of the 
Jews rather than to directly punish or kill them. This in fact was a 
consistent stance by Hitler even throughout the war years, where even 
his harshest language —using terms such as Vernichtung and Ausrot- 
ten — referred to evacuation and expulsion, not mass murder. 

The vast majority of Hitler’s recorded statements on the Jews come 
from his speeches, with most of the remainder appearing in Mein 
Kampf (1925); letters such as the one discussed above are the excep- 
tion. Of the dozens of speeches he gave over 23 years, most contained 
at least passing mention of the Judenfrage—which had now become 
not a matter of emancipation of the Jews, as it originally was, but of 





4 Translation from the online version of the letter at www.hitler.org. 
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how to release German society from their grip. The complete tran- 
scripts of his speeches are extensive, covering a total of five volumes.* 

As important as they are, speeches are primarily rhetorical devices 
designed to sway opinion, inflame passions, or impart certain messages 
or impressions. They are less useful as a measure of Hitler’s considered 
opinion. Mein Kampf is thus our best source, and indeed the book is 
filled with scathing but insightful comments on the Jews. Nearly all of 
the 27 chapters contain multiple references.*” A representative passage 
comes from the end of chapter 4 (Volume 1): 


A state... [is] the organization of a community of physically and 
psychologically similar living beings for the better facilitation of 
the maintenance of their species, and the achievement of the aim 
which has been allotted to this species by Providence. ... Peo- 
ples who can sneak their way into the rest of mankind like 
drones, to make other men work for them under all sorts of pre- 
texts, can form states even without any definitely delimited liv- 
ing space of their own. This applies first and foremost to a peo- 
ple under whose parasitism the whole of honest humanity is suf- 
fering, today more than ever: the Jews. 


The Jewish state was never spatially limited in itself, but univer- 
sally unlimited as to space, though restricted in the sense of em- 
bracing but one race. Consequently, this people has always 
formed a state within states. It is one of the most ingenious tricks 
that was ever devised, to make this state sail under the flag of 
‘religion,’ thus assuring it of the tolerance which the Aryan is 
always ready to accord a religious creed. For actually the Mosaic 
religion is nothing other than a doctrine for the preservation of 
the Jewish race. It therefore embraces almost all sociological, po- 
litical, and economic fields of knowledge which can have any 
bearing on this function. 


46 The standard source for the later (post-1932) speeches is Hitler: Speeches and 
Proclamations, 1932-1945 (Mundelein, IL: Bolchazy-Carducci Publishers, 2004; 4 vol- 
umes, trans. Max Domarus). The early speeches can be found in Norman Baynes, 
(Ed.), Speeches of Adolf Hitler: 1922-1924 (New York: Howard Fertig, 2005). Apart 
from these primary sources, the speeches rarely appear in print. One exception is 
the 13 April 1923 speech reprinted in Levy, Anti-Semitism and the Modern World, Ibid. 

47 Especially heavy emphasis appears in chapters 2 and 11 of volume 1, and 
chapters 10 and 13 of volume 2. The full text is online at www.hitler.org. 
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This is not mindless ranting, but a fairly reasoned and erudite assess- 
ment, particularly from a man with no formal academic training. 
Clearly there is much more to be said on Hitler’s views, but space lim- 
itations preclude further elaboration here; I refer the reader to the 
primary sources. 

More learned commentary would come from the National Socialist 
intelligentsia, including Alfred Rosenberg and Joseph Goebbels. Ros- 
enberg earned his Ph. D. (engineering) in 1917 and joined the DAP in 
early 1919. Soon thereafter he began his writings on Nazi ideology, 
eventually producing over 20 books and several other collections of 
essays and speeches. From a present-day research standpoint, one is 
immediately struck by the fact that English translations of his work 
are almost nonexistent. Only one full book has been translated — his 
monumental work The Myth of the Twentieth Century—and this by the 
renegade publisher Noontide Press.48 Only one academic English 
book—Alfred Rosenberg: Selected Writings—includes any significant 
number of excerpts.*? Even the Internet has very little in English. 
There would seem to be a concerted effort to limit dissemination of his 
ideas. 

Selected Writings includes one chapter, “The Enemy,” taken from 
the 1937 edition of Die Spur des Juden im Wandel der Zeiten (“The Trace 
of the Jews through the Ages”), described by the editor as his “most 
comprehensive and detailed attack on Judaism’”°’— though one would 
hardly suspect this from the mild passages cited. Regarding the Jews, 
Rosenberg explains that “usury and fraud were the order of the day 
from time immemorial.”>! Throughout all of history we are confront- 
ed with this fact: “the inhabitants of all lands in which Jews are found 
in great numbers are surfeited with accusations of the deceitful trade 
of the Jews and their unbearable usury.” All the wonderful moral in- 
junctions of the Old Testament are meant for Jews alone; the Talmud 
in fact mandates unethical treatment for non-Jews. Rosenberg quotes 


48 The book is out of print and now extremely hard to find. Noontide also pro- 
duced a related volume, The Philosophy of Alfred Rosenberg (1990; J. Whisker, trans.). 
Castle Hill in the UK has published a short volume, Alfred Rosenberg: Political Essays 
(2004; A. Jacobs, trans.). 

4 A. Rosenberg, Alfred Rosenberg: Selected Writings (R. Pois, ed.; New York: Cape, 
1970). 
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the Talmud at several points, including the following: “Canaan has 
taught its sons five things: to love one another, to love theft, to love 
dissolution, to hate thy master, and never to speak the truth.”°* Ulti- 
mately it is not only the Jews but the Germans, too, who are to blame 
for the present predicament. 


Left to itself, the German character would have achieved a bal- 
ance. However, this was made impossible due to Jewish strength 
in the press, theatre, trade and sciences. We ourselves have been 
guilty —we should not have emancipated the Jews but, as Goe- 
the, Fichte and Herder vainly demanded, should have created 
insurmountable exceptional laws for them. One does not allow a 
poison to drift about unobserved, nor grant it parity with medi- 
cine; rather one keeps it within careful limits.°° 


In Myth of the Twentieth Century we find more pointed remarks. The 
Jews have created a world mythology, a mythos, “which emanated 
from the Jewish parasitical dream of world domination.”** Their “black 
magic of politics and trade” and “impulsive power to acquire gold” 
served as a tool for attacking and draining foreign nations and cultures. 


Where any kind of wound is torn open in the body of a nation, 
the Jewish demon always eats itself into the infected part and, as 
a parasite, it exploits the weak hours of the great nations of this 
world. His mentality is not to fight as a hero for enlightened, 
constructive rule, but to make the world ‘liable to financial inter- 
est.” This is the direction of this dream-strong parasite: not to 
fight, but to creep; not to serve values, but to devaluate — these 
things constitute his law according to which he has moved and 
from which he can never escape as long as he exists. 


Jewish parasitism is a “biological fact,” no different from other para- 
sites in nature. The Jew is not a race but an anti-race, one that “pene- 
trates into society through the open wounds,” and then “feeding off 





52 Jbid., 184. Taken from: Traktat Pesachim 113a-b. 

3 [bid., 188-189. 
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[the people’s] racial and creative strength until their decline.” 
Where other social parasites exist, they are drawn to the Jews—as 
when the “scum of Egypt left the land of the pharaohs along with the 
Hebrews.” The Jewish “demon of eternal denial” promotes only a 
“shapeless anarchism” that serves his cause. Thus, the “world hope of 
the ‘chosen’ consists in living off all the nations as a sucking parasite. 

. The ancient mythos of the chosen people bred a new type of para- 
sitism with the aid of modern technology and the one-world civiliza- 
tion idea of a world grown soulless.”°° 

Goebbels earned his Ph. D. in history and philology in 1921, and 
joined the National Socialist party three years later. He immediately 
impressed not only Hitler but others with his learned demeanor and 
mental acuity. The American diplomat to Germany, Hugh Wilson, 
referred to Goebbels as “this man of high intelligence,” and found him 
a stimulating conversationalist.°” For over 20 years Goebbels kept a 
near-daily diary, a full copy of which was only uncovered in the mid- 
1990s. It offers unprecedented insight into the workings of Nazi Ger- 
many, and more to the point, of Nazi attitudes toward the Jews. The 
following are only a few passages of interest.°8 

His references to the Judenfrage date to the first year of entries 
(1924), but it would be some 10 years before Goebbels began to dis- 
cuss serious action against the Jews. By the late 1930s the leadership 
was increasingly concerned about American involvement, and about 
America’s motivation for agitating against Germany. Roosevelt and 
his advisors were pinpointed as a source of the problem: “Roosevelt 
is our enemy. He is surrounded by Jews.”°? And then two months 
later: “Roosevelt speaks out ever harsher against us. He is totally in 
the hands of the Jews. A Jew-slave, perhaps even of Jewish ances- 
try.” Goebbels would eventually come to see America as a lost 


5 Ibid., 287. 

56 Ibid., 289. 

°7 Hugh Wilson, Diplomat Between Wars (New York: Longmans, Green, 1941), 191. 
Wilson added, “Among the leading men of the Nazi Party there is none who...is so 
well able to expound the Nazi doctrine, or so competent to meet the foreigner upon 
his own ground” (p. 292). 

58 For a full account, see T. Dalton, “Goebbels on the Jews” (2010); 

www.inconvenienthistory.com. The following quotations are taken from this es- 
say. 
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cause: “The USA has published statistics according to which there are 
5,000,000 orthodox Jews in the United States. The United States can 
certainly be described as a Class-1 Jew state.” 

The following comments of Goebbels were made during the war 
years: 


e The Jewish problem will probably be the hardest to solve. 
These Jews are no longer human beings. [They are] predators 
equipped with a cold intellect, which must be counteracted. 


e The Jewish Question has again become especially acute in 
the capital. We count 70,000 Jews in Berlin at the moment, of 
which 30,000 are not even working; the others live as parasites 
off the work of the host nation. This is an intolerable situation. 

. Lalso think it necessary that the Jews be given a badge [the 
yellow Star of David]. They are active in public life as defeatists 
and mood-spoilers. It is therefore imperative that they be recog- 
nized as Jews.® 


e Jewry is a foreign element among civilized nations, and its 
activities in the past three decades have been so devastating that 
the people’s reaction is understandable —indeed, one might say, 
a compulsion of nature. 


e We fly early in the morning to Vilnius [Lithuania]. .... Thou- 
sands [of Jews] have been shot, and even now hundreds more as 
well. They have now all been rounded up into their ghettos. ... 
On a short drive through the ghetto, the view is horrifying. Here 
the Jews squat in rows, hideous forms, not to be looked at let 
alone touched. ... Even 10 years ago I would not have dreamed 
that something like this would again be the case. Terrible fig- 
ures lurk in the streets, which I would not like to meet at night. 
The Jews are the lice of civilized man.”© 





61 Entry dated 17 Apr. 1943. 
62 Entry dated 7 Oct. 1939. 
63 Entry dated 12 Aug. 1941. 
64 Entry dated 19 Aug. 1941. 
6 Entry dated 2 Nov. 1941. 
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e The sufferings of the Russian people under Bolshevism are 
indescribable. This Jewish terrorism must be rooted out, stump 
and stem, from all of Europe. That is our historic task. World 
Jewry will suffer a great catastrophe at the same time as Bolshe- 
vism. The Fiihrer once more expressed his determination to piti- 
lessly clear out the Jews from Europe. There must be no squeam- 
ish sentimentalism about it. The Jews have deserved the catas- 
trophe that has now overtaken them. ... We shall thereby render 
an inestimable service to a humanity tormented for thousands of 
years by the Jews.® 


Goebbels believed that the British were also heavily influenced by 
Jewish money, and Churchill in particular was eager to please them— 
a point not lost on Goebbels: “Churchill openly stands on the side of 
the Jews. He is a consummate servant of the Jews.”®” Across the At- 
lantic, Jewish-American media were working full time to thrust Amer- 
ica into the war. The National Socialists were keeping a close eye on 
the situation: 


Some statistics are given to me on the proportion of Jews in 
American radio, film, and press. The percentage is truly fright- 
ening. Jewry controls 100% of the film business, and between 90 
and 95% of press and radio. These facts explain the dizzying 
and spirited warfare of the other side. The Jews are not as clever 
as they would like to believe. If they are in danger, they become 
the stupidest of devils ..... Wherever you look, in the back- 
ground stands the manipulating international Jewry. We will be 
doing humanity a great service if we permanently remove them 
from public life and stick them in quarantine.® 
Note the repeated emphasis on “clearing out,” “removal,” “quaran- 
tine,” and so on—and no talk of mass murder, gas chambers, etc. This 
is not due to select editing; nowhere in Goebbels’ vast diary is there 
mention of such action. 
Nor was he beyond the occasional bit of dry humor. On 18 Decem- 
ber 1942 he wrote, “The Jews of Jerusalem have held noisy demonstra- 
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tions of protest against us. They had a day of fasting. At the Wailing 
Wall they invoked the Old Testament Jewish curse against the Fihrer, 
Goring, Himmler, and me. Until now I haven't noticed any effect.” 
The same entry included a comment on the unwillingness of Sweden 
to accept Jewish refugees: “The Swedes protest hypocritically against 
our treatment of the Polish Jews, but are by no means willing to re- 
ceive them in their country. .... It would probably be a good thing if 
the Swedes were to admit several thousand such Jews into their coun- 
try. That would give them a practical lesson on the Jewish question.” °? 

In mid-1943 came a lengthy entry on the nature of Jewry, beginning 
with a reflection on the Protocols of Zion—a document of uncertain 
origin, detailing a Jewish plan for world domination. 


I have devoted exhaustive study to the Protocols of Zion. In the 
past the objection was always made that they were not suited to 
present-day propaganda. In reading them now I find that we can 
use them very well. The Protocols of Zion are as modern today as 
they were when published for the first time... At noon I men- 
tioned this to the Fiihrer. He believed the Protocols were abso- 
lutely genuine. ... 


The Jewish Question, in the Fiihrer's opinion, will play a decisive 
role in England.... In all the world, he said, the Jews are alike. 
Whether they live in a ghetto of the East or in the bankers' palac- 
es of the City or Wall Street, they will always pursue the same 
aims and without previous agreement even use the same means. 
One might well ask, Why are there any Jews in the world order? 
That would be exactly like asking, Why are there potato bugs? 
Nature is dominated by the law of struggle. There will always be 
parasites who will spur this struggle on and intensify the process 
of selection between the strong and the weak. The principle of 
struggle dominates also in human life. One must merely know 
the laws of this struggle to be able to face it. The intellectual does 
not have the natural means of resisting the Jewish peril because 
his instincts have been badly blunted. Because of this fact the na- 
tions with a high standard of civilization are exposed to this peril 
first and foremost. In nature life always takes measures against 


69 Note that Goebbels is well-disposed toward deporting Jews rather than killing 
them —and this at the height of the alleged extermination process. 
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parasites; in the life of nations that is not always the case. From 
this fact the Jewish peril actually stems. There is therefore no 
other recourse left for modern nations except to root out the Jew. 


There is no hope of leading the Jews back into the fold of civi- 
lized humanity by exceptional punishments. They will forever 
remain Jews, just as we are forever members of the Aryan race. 


The Jew was also the first to introduce the lie into politics as a 
weapon. Aboriginal man, the Fiihrer believes, did not know the 
lie. ... The higher the human being developed intellectually, the 
more he acquired the ability of hiding his innermost thoughts 
and giving expression to something different from what he real- 
ly felt. The Jew, as an absolutely intellectual creature, was the 
first to learn this art. He can therefore be regarded not only as 
the carrier but even the inventor of the lie among human beings. 
Because of their thoroughly materialistic attitude, the English act 
very much like the Jews. In fact, they are the Aryans who have 
acquired most of the Jewish characteristics. ... The nations that 
have been the first to see through the Jew and have been the first 
to fight him are going to take his place in the domination of the 
world.” 


A final observation, from late in the war: “The Jew is really the 
ferment of decomposition, and the real culprit of this war. He and his 
race will therefore likely have to pay the highest price for this war.”7! 

The phrase “ferment of decomposition” —meaning an agent of de- 
cay or disintegration—was a favorite of Hitler’s,”2 and was derived 
from a century-old statement by prominent German historian The- 
odor Mommsen. In his History of Rome (1854), Mommsen wrote, “Also 
in the ancient world, Judaism was an effective ferment of cosmopoli- 
tanism and of national decomposition.” 7% 


70 Entry dated 13 May 1943. 

7” Entry dated 13 Dec. 1944. 

7 For example, in his speeches of 12 April 1922 and 1 September 1933. See A. 
Hitler, My New Order (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1941), 24, 194. 
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CONCLUSION 

I trust that the point is made: that, for centuries, Jews have drawn 
condemnation from many of the most insightful and influential think- 
ers of the day. The most biting words continue to ring in our ears: 
Claudius’ “plague infesting the whole world”; Seneca’s “accursed 
race”; Tacitus’ reflections on their “hatred of mankind” (odium humani 
generis); Luther’s depiction of the synagogue as “a den of devils”; 
Herder’s reference to that “republic of cunning usurers”; Hegel's 
stinging comment that the Jews “borrow with deceit, and repay confi- 
dence with theft”; and perhaps most pointed of all, Voltaire, who sees 
the Jews as “cringing in misfortune, insolent in prosperity.” 

If I should hazard some overall conclusions here, three come to 
mind. First is that the evident persistence of certain complaints across 
millennia and over diverse nations and societies is indicative of a real, 
objective, underlying cause: personal and sociological Jewish traits 
that have a large genetic component. Five themes in particular stand 
out as dominant and enduring criticisms: (1) a fixation on money and 
material wealth, marked by economic deception, theft, and usury; (2) 
disproportionate and irresponsible use of power, in the spheres of pol- 
itics, intellectual discourse, and media; (3) seditious, rebellious, and 
war-mongering behavior; (4) vice-ridden, morally weak, and exploita- 
tive of others’ vices; and (5) misanthropic. Where Jews appear, so too 
do these problems. The form and intensity of their manifestation may 
be culture-specific, but their presence is virtually guaranteed, indicat- 
ing a strong racial or ethnic origin. 

Second, the astonishingly disproportionate power and influence of 
the Jews seems due, in large part, to the corruptibility of non-Jews in 
power. We know all too well the moral fallibility of others, but it nev- 
er fails to surprise at how easily, and how completely, people will 
compromise themselves for the wealth and power offered by the Jews. 
And it is not simply a matter of something like, say, prostitution, 
which comes at the expense of oneself; rather, it is a deeply criminal 
sort of corruption, as when one sells out one’s own people or one’s 
entire nation, or ruins whole economies, or destroys the environment, 
or commits mass murder, or any number of equally heinous crimes. 

Third is the amazing pliability of the public at large, and the relative 
ease with which the so-called democratic masses are manipulated and 
brainwashed. Dominant control of media is thus essential. From the 
1870s in Europe and the 1890s in America, Jews have held increasingly 
dominant positions in newspapers, radio, theater, the motion picture 
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industry and television—either as owners or managers (or both). In 
the past four decades the control has been almost complete. And the 
public seems either to not know, or not care. Perhaps the masses are 
content to let Jews run their lives. Or perhaps they are in denial about 
the modern-day Judenfrage—“It's not the Jews, it’s the Republi- 
cans/Democrats, or the liberals/conservatives, or the unions, or the 
poor.” The few who bother to dig into the matter know better, but 
then, they can do almost nothing about it. Clearly the situation will 
have to get much worse before the masses “awake” (as the Germans 
used to say). 

Given that America has been remolded to conform to Jewish inter- 
ests, it is not surprising that American power is being used to promote 
the American form of democracy on the rest of the world—a particu- 
larly toxic blend of globalism, laissez-faire capitalism, multicultural- 
ism, inclusionism, and moral relativism, all backed by a high-tech in- 
frastructure. It is precisely these conditions that are most favorable to 
Jewish-American interests, and it is these conditions that allow opti- 
mal manipulation of peoples and nations. 

But enough. What a dilemma for this modern, Judeo-centric world — 
how to confront and explain a past with so much “hatred.” Ardent Zi- 
onist and prominent Jewish lawyer Alan Dershowitz put it nicely: 
“How does one understand ... the virulent anti-Jewish statements of 
intellectuals throughout history?””> He cites a pathetically brief list of 
names, most of whom —including H. L. Mencken, George Bernard 
Shaw, Henry Adams, H. G. Wells, Edgar Degas, Theodore Dreiser, T. S. 
Eliot, Aleksander Pushkin, Thomas Edison, and Pierre Renoir —did not 
even warrant a single mention in this entire essay.” Yes ... how to ex- 
plain it? Dershowitz has his answer: 





7 A brief elaboration can be found in Dalton, Debating the Holocaust, Ibid., (Chi- 
cago: Theses and Dissertations Press, 2009), 238-239; see also Kevin MacDonald, The 
Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary Analysis of Jewish Involvement in Twentieth-Century 
Intellectual and Political Movements (Bloomington, IN: 1stbooks Library, 1998/2001; 
originally published by Praeger [Westport, CT]), Preface to the First Paperback Edi- 
tion. 

7% Alan Dershowitz, Chutzpah (New York: Little, Brown, 1991), 113. 

76 To be fair, he also mentions by name a few individuals— Diderot, Kant, Taci- 
tus, Wagner—that I did examine. With little in the way of elaboration, we are ex- 
pected to take him at his word that the cited individuals were pathological anti- 
Semites. 
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The answer to the question ‘why?’ probably lies more in the 
realm of abnormal psychology than in any rational attempts to 
find understandable cause in history, or economics.  Anti- 
Semitism is a disease of the soul, and diseases are best diagnosed 
by examining those infected with them. 


The only rational point of agreement here can be to examine those in- 
dividuals...yes, their actual words, in full, in context, and in light of the 
broader and more persistent historical trends. Perhaps then we shall bet- 
ter understand this enduring phenomenon of anti-Jewish thought. 

Having now gone through the long history of anti-Jewish criti- 
cisms, the reader may resist broader conclusions. One may say, “I 
don’t see these characteristics in the Jews I know. Or at least, not to a 
greater degree than in people generally. Jews today are not like that; 
in fact, I know two or three who are very personable and nice.” This 
is understandable but misguided, for several reasons. First, it should 
be obvious that there will always be individual exceptions, and that 
even characteristics with a strong racial component will vary amongst 
persons. Second, a very large component of Jewish influence comes 
from the organized Jewish community —organizations like AIPAC, 
the Anti-Defamation League, and organized intellectual and political 
movements like neoconservatism. The fact that some Jews do not 
sympathize with the goals of these organizations and movements is 
irrelevant to the issue of Jewish influence generally. Third, most peo- 
ple are not placed in conflict with Jewish attitudes or values on a day- 
to-day basis, and thus do not feel the brunt of Jewish action. 

Furthermore, at least in the major Western nations, Jews hold dom- 
inant influence; they are “riding the whip hand,” but quite often their 
influence is not apparent because it takes place below the visible sur- 
face of society. Topics such as Jewish influence on the media or in 
fomenting the war in Iraq are off limits precisely because of their in- 
fluence on the mainstream media, and as a result most people are ei- 
ther uninformed about the issue or are too intimidated to discuss it 
publicly. This is certainly true in the United States, and one sees the 
same phenomenon in other historically White societies in Europe, 
Canada, and Australia. 

Additionally, some societies have specific situations that make 
them amenable to Jewish interests. Germany, for example, is in the 
grip of a Holocaust-guilt ideology, and thus subservient to Jewish in- 
terests. India shares common cause with Israel in opposition to Islam. 
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And in Russia, most of the so-called “oligarchs” —those billionaire 
nouveau-capitalists who hold sway over much of the economy —are 
Jewish. 

Throughout the West and much of the rest of the world, then, Jews 
need only maintain the status quo. Jewish influence is on auto-pilot. 

Finally, much of the American (and thus Western) public has been, 
in effect, brainwashed by Jewish-inspired media and academia to ac- 
cept their agenda. The ideologies of multiculturalism, free-market 
capitalism, unrestrained immigration, human equality, ruthless eco- 
nomic competition—all these work to Jewish advantage, and nearly 
all Westerners accept them as good and desirable. This, despite the 
fact that none of these things have roots in classical Western civiliza- 
tion. Even our Judeo-Christian background — which is in truth a whol- 
ly Jewish construction” —establishes sympathy to the Jewish cause. 
Thus, when Jewish values or characteristics are promoted in media or 
governmental policy, most people don’t recognize them as such, or 
their pernicious consequences. Most of us are brainwashed to think 
according to Jewish interests, to a greater or lesser degree, and we 
therefore do not see those interests for what they are. 

This brief analysis will have to suffice for the moment. It is always 
a hazardous and speculative proposition to draw conclusions from 
history. But it seems that one thing is certain. If by chance you should 
find yourself, dear reader, being critical of Jews, know this: you are in 
good company indeed. 





7” A strong case can be made that early Christianity was largely fabricated by St. 
Paul and his fellow Jews in reaction to the Roman occupation of Palestine. This was 
precisely Nietzsche’s contention. For details, see my article “Nietzsche and the ori- 
gins of Christianity,” The Occidental Observer, Jan. 30, 2010. 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2010/01/nietzsche-and-the-origins-of-christianity/ 


READING MARX RIGHT: A REACTIONARY IN- 
TERPRETATION OF THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO 


K. R. BOLTON 





There is much about The Communist Manifesto that is valid from a 
Rightist viewpoint — if analyzed from a Reactionary perspective. One 
does not need to be a Marxist to accept that a dialectical interpretation 
of history is one of several methods by which history can be studied, 
albeit not in a reductionist sense, but in tandem with other methods 
such as, in particular, the cyclical morphology of Oswald Spengler,! 
the economic morphology of civilizations as per Brooks Adams,” the 
cultural vitalism of Yockey,’ and the heroic vitalism of Carlyle.4 Marx, 
after all, did not conceive dialectics, he appropriated the theory from 
Hegel, who had followers from both Left and Right, and whose doc- 
trine was not that of the materialism of the Left. The American Speng- 
lerian, Francis Parker Yockey, pointed this out: 


Being inwardly alien to Western philosophy, Marx could not as- 
similate the ruling philosopher of his time, Hegel, and borrowed 
Hegel’s method to formulate his own picture. He applied this 
method to capitalism as a form of economy, in order to bring 
about a picture of the Future according to his own feelings and 
instincts.° 


Indeed, Marx himself repudiated Hegel’s dialectics, whose concept 
of “The Idea” seemed of a religious character to Marx, who countered 
this metaphysical “Idea” by emphasizing the “material world”: 





1 Oswald Spengler (1928) The Decline of The West (London: George Allen and 
Unwin, 1971). 

2 Brooks Adams, The Law of Civilisation and Decay: An Essay on History (London: 
Macmillan & Co., 1896). 

3 Francis Parker Yockey, Imperium (Sausalito, California: The Noontide Press, 
1969). 

4 E. Bentley, The Cult of the Superman: A Study of the Idea of Heroism in Carlyle & 
Nietzsche (London: Robert Hale Ltd., 1947). 

> Yockey, Imperium, Ibid., p. 80. 
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My dialectic method is not only different from the Hegelian, but 
is its direct opposite. To Hegel, the life-process of the human 
brain, i.e. the process of thinking, which, under the name of “the 
Idea,” he even transforms into an independent subject, is the 
demiurgos of the real world, and the real world is only the ex- 
ternal, phenomenal form of “the Idea.” With me, on the contrary, 
the ideal is nothing else than the material world reflected by the 
human mind, and translated into forms of thought.°® 


Hegel, on the other hand wrote of how the historical dialectic 
worked on the “national spirit,” his philosophy being a part of the 
Rightist doctrinal stream that was receiving important impetus from 
the German thinkers in antithesis to “English thought” based on eco- 
nomics which imbued Marx’s thinking and hence mirrored capital- 
ism. Hegel wrote for example: 


The result of this process is then that Spirit, in rendering itself 
objective and making this its being an object of thought, on the 
one hand destroys the determinate form of its being, on the other 
hand gains a comprehension of the universal element which it 
involves, and thereby gives a new form to its inherent principle. 
In virtue of this, the substantial character of the National Spirit 
has been altered, — that is, its principle has risen into another, 
and in fact a higher principle. 


It is of the highest importance in apprehending and compre- 
hending History to have and to understand the thought in- 
volved in this transition. The individual traverses as a unity var- 
ious grades of development, and remains the same individual; in 
like manner also does a people, till the Spirit which it embodies 
reaches the grade of universality. In this point lies the funda- 
mental, the Ideal necessity of transition. This is the soul — the 
essential consideration — of the philosophical comprehension of 
History.” 





6 Karl Marx (1873) Capital, “Afterword,” (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1970), 
Vol. 1, 29. 

7G, W. F. Hegel (1837) The Philosophy of History, “Introduction: The Course of the 
world’s History.” 

http://www.class.uidaho.edu/mickelsen/texts/Hegel%20- 
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Dialectally, the antithesis, or “negation” as Hegel would have 
called it, of Marxism is “Reactionism,” to use Marx’s own term, and if 
one applies a dialectical analysis to the core arguments of The Com- 
munist Manifesto a practical methodology for the sociology of history 
from a Rightist perspective emerges. 


CONSERVATISM AND SOCIALISM 

In English speaking states at least, there is a muddled dichotomy in 
regard to the Left and the Right, particularly among media pundits 
and academics. What is often termed “New Right” or “Right” in the 
English speaking countries is the reanimation of Whig-Liberalism. If 
the English wanted to rescue real Conservatism from the Free Trade 
aberration and return to their origins they could do no better than to 
consult the early 20'-century philosopher Anthony Ludovici, who 
succinctly defined the historical dichotomy rather than the commonal- 
ity between Toryism and Whig-Liberalism, when discussing the 
health and vigor of the rural population in contrast to the urban: 


It is not astonishing therefore that when the time of the Great 
Rebellion [i.e., the Cromwellian Revolution] ... occurred, ... the 
Tory-Rural-Agricultural party should have found itself arrayed 
in the protection and defence of the Crown, against the Whig- 
Urban-Commercial Trading party. True, Tory and Whig, as the 
designation of the two leading parties in the state, were not yet 
known; but in the two sides that fought about the person of the 
King, the temperament and aims of these parties were already 
plainly discernible. 


Charles I, as I have pointed out, was probably the first Tory, and 
the greatest Conservative. He believed in securing the personal 
freedom and happiness of the people. He protected the people 
not only against the rapacity of their employers in trade and 
manufacture, but also against oppression of the mighty and the 
great.6 


It was the traditional order, with the Crown at the apex of the hier- 
archy, which resisted the money-values of bourgeois revolution, man- 


8 Anthony Ludovici, A Defence of Conservatism (1927), Chapter 3, “Conservatism 
in Practice.” 
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ifested first in England, then in France and over much of the rest of 
mid-19'-century Europe. The world remains under the thrall of these 
revolutions, as it does additionally under the Reformation that pro- 
vided the bourgeoisie with a religious sanction.? 

As Ludovici pointed out, in England at least, and therefore as a 
wider heritage of the English-speaking nations, the Right and Free 
Trade Liberals emerged as not merely ideological adversaries, but as 
soldiers in bloody conflict during the 17 century. The same bloody 
conflict manifested in the USA in the war between the North and 
South, the Union representing, in the English political sense, Puritan- 
ism and concomitant plutocratic interests; the South, a revival of the 
Cavalier Tradition, ruralism and an aristocratic ethos. The South itself 
was acutely aware of this tradition. Hence, when in 1863 Confederate 
Secretary of State Judah P Benjamin was asked for ideas on a national 
Seal for the CSA, he suggested “a cavalier” based on the equestrian 
statue of Washington in Capitol Square at Richmond and stated: 


It would do just honor to our people. The cavalier or knight is 
typical of chivalry, bravery, generosity, humanity, and other 
knightly virtues. Cavalier is synonymous with gentleman in 
nearly all of the modern languages. ... the word is eminently 
suggestive of the origin of Southern society as used in contradis- 
tinction to Puritan. The Southerners remain what their ancestors 
were, gentlemen.1° 


This is the historical background by which, much to Marx’s out- 
rage, the remnant of the aristocracy sought anti-capitalist solidarity 
with the increasingly proletarianised and urbanised peasants and arti- 
sans in common opposition to capitalism. To Marx, such “Reaction- 
ism” (sic) was an interference with the dialectical historical process or 
the “wheel of history,” as will be considered below, since he regarded 
capitalism as the essential phase of the dialectic leading to socialism. 

Spengler, one of the seminal philosopher-historians of the “con- 
servative revolutionary” movement that arose in Germany in the af- 
termath of World War I, was intrinsically anti-capitalist. He and oth- 





9 Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, Asceticism and the 
Sprit of Capitalism (London: Unwin Hyman, 1930). 

10 R. D. Meade and W. C. Davis, Judah P Benjamin: Confederate Statesman (Louisi- 
ana State University Press, 2001), 270. 
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ers saw in capitalism and the rise of the bourgeoisie the agency of de- 
struction of the foundations of traditional order, as did Marx. The es- 
sential difference is that the Marxists regarded it as part of a historical 
progression, whereas the revolutionary conservatives regarded it as a 
symptom of decline. Of course, this latter viewpoint is not widely un- 
derstood in academic circles. 

Of Marxism, Spengler stated in his essay devoted specifically to the 
issue of socialism: 


Socialism contains elements that are older, stronger, and more 
fundamental than his [Marx's] critique of society. Such elements 
existed without him and continued to develop without him, in 
fact contrary to him. They are not to be found on paper; they are 
in the blood. And only the blood can decide the future." 


Spengler in The Decline of The West states that in the late cycle of a 
civilization there is a reaction against the rule of money, which over- 
turns plutocracy and restores tradition. It is a final conflict in Late Civ- 
ilization of blood versus money: 


If we call these money-powers “Capitalism,” then we may des- 
ignate as Socialism the will to call into life a mighty politico- 
economic order that transcends all class interests, a system of 
lofty thoughtfulness and duty-sense that keeps the whole in fine 
condition for the decisive battle of its history, and this battle is 
also the battle of money and law. The private powers of the 
economy want free paths for their acquisition of great re- 
sources. !2 


In a footnote to the above Spengler reminded readers regarding 
“Capitalism” that, “in this sense the interest-politics of the workers’ 
movements also belong to it, in that their object is not to overcome 
money-values, but to possess them.” Yockey stated of this: 


The ethical and social foundations of Marxism are capitalistic. It 
is the old Malthusian “struggle” again. Whereas to Hegel, the 


1 Oswald Spengler (1919) Prussiandom and Socialism (Paraparaumu, New Zea- 
land: Renaissance Press, 2005), 4. 
12 Spengler The Decline of The West, Ibid., Vol. 2, 506. 
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State was an Idea, an organism with harmony in its parts, to 
Malthus and Marx there was no State, but only a mass of self- 
interested individuals, groups, and classes. Capitalistically, all is 
economics. Self-interest means: economics. Marx differed on this 
plane in no way from the non-class war theoreticians of capital- 
ism — Mill, Ricardo, Paley, Spencer, Smith. To them all, Life was 
economies, not Culture. ... All believe in Free Trade and want no 
“State interference” in economic matters. None of them regard 
society or State as an organism. Capitalistic thinkers found no 
ethical fault with destruction of groups and individuals by other 
groups and individuals, so long as the criminal law was not in- 
fringed. This was looked upon as, in a higher way, serving the 
good of all. Marxism is also capitalistic in this. 


Something of the “ethical socialism” propounded by Rightists such 
as Spengler and Yockey is also alluded to in the above passage: “It is 
based on the State [as] an Idea, an organism with harmony in its 
parts,” anathema to many of today’s self-styled “conservatives,” but 
in accord with the traditional social order in its pre-materialistic 
epochs. It is why Rightists, prior to the 20' century, reanimated the 
corpse of 19th-century free trade, and advocated what Yockey called 
“the organic state,” in such movements as “corporatism” that gave 
rise to the “New States” during the 1930s in the Portugal of Salazar, 
the Austria of Dollfuss, and the Brazil of Vargas. Yockey summarizes 
this organic social principle: “The instinct of Socialism, however, abso- 
lutely precludes any struggle between the component parts of the or- 
ganism.”!4 It is why one could regard “class struggle” literally as a 
cancer whereby the cells of the organism war among themselves until 
the organism dies. 


CASTE AND CLASS 

The “Revolutionary conservatism” of Spengler et al is predicated 
on recognizing the eternal character of core values and institutions 
that reflect the cycle of cultures in what Spengler called their “Spring” 
epoch.!5 A contrast in ethos and consequent social order between tra- 





38 Yockey, Imperium, Ibid., 81. 

14 [bid., 84. 

15 Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West, Ibid. The tables of “Contemporary” 
cultural, spiritual and political epochs in The Decline can be found online at: 

http:/ /www.scribd.com/doc/13596939/Spenglers-Civilization-Model 


Bolton, “Reading Marx Right” 87 


ditional (“Spring”) and modern (“Winter”) cycles of a civilization is 
seen in such manifestations as caste as a metaphysical reflection of so- 
cial relations, as distinct from class as an economic entity. 

Organizationally, the guilds or corporations were a manifestation 
of the divine order which, with the destruction of the traditional socie- 
ties, were replaced by trade unions and professional associations that 
aim only to secure the economic benefits of members against other 
trades and professions, and which seek to negate the duty and re- 
sponsibility one had in being a proud member of one’s craft, where a 
code of honor was in force. Italian “revolutionary conservative” phi- 
losopher Julius Evola stated that the corporations of classical Rome 
and the medieval guilds were predicated on religion and ethics, not 
on economics.!¢ “The Marxian antithesis between capital and labor, 
between employers and employees, at the time would have been in- 
conceivable.”!” Yockey stated: 


Marxism imputed Capitalistic instincts to the upper classes, and 
Socialistic instincts to the lower classes. This was entirely gratui- 
tous, for Marxism made an appeal to the capitalistic instincts of 
the lower classes. The upper classes are treated as the competitor 
who has cornered all the wealth, and the lower classes are invit- 
ed to take it away from them. This is capitalism. Trade unions 
are purely capitalistic, distinguished from employers only by the 
different commodity they purvey. Instead of an article, they sell 
human labor. Trade-unionism is simply a development of capi- 
talistic economy, but it has nothing to do with Socialism, for it is 
simply self-interest.16 


THE MYTH OF “PROGRESS” 

While Western Civilization prides itself on being the epitome of 
“progress” through its economic activity it is based on the illusion of a 
Darwinian lineal evolution. Perhaps few words more succinctly ex- 
press the antithesis between the modernist and the traditional con- 
servative perceptions of life than the ebullient optimism of 19th- 





16 Julius Evola, Revolt Against the Modern World (Rochester, Vermont: Inner Tradi- 
tions international, 1995), 105. 

17 Ibid., 106. 

18 Yockey, Ibid., 84. 
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century biologist Alfred Russel Wallace when stating in The Wonderful 
Century (1898): 


Not only is our century superior to any that have gone before it 
but ... it may be best compared with the whole preceding histor- 
ical period. It must therefore be held to constitute the beginning 
of a new era of human progress. ... We men of the 19 Century 
have not been slow to praise it. The wise and the foolish, the 
learned and the unlearned, the poet and the pressman, the rich 
and the poor, alike swell the chorus of admiration for the mar- 
vellous inventions and discoveries of our own age, and especial- 
ly for those innumerable applications of science which now form 
part of our daily life, and which remind us every hour of our 
immense superiority over our comparatively ignorant forefa- 
thers.19 


Like Marx’s belief that communism is the last mode of human life, 
capitalism has an analogous belief. In both worldviews there is noth- 
ing other than further “progress” of a technical nature. Both doctrines 
represent the “end of history.” The traditionalist, however, views his- 
tory not as a straight line from “primitive to modern” but as one of 
continual ebb and flow, of cosmic historical tides, or cycles. While 
Marx’s “wheel of history” moves forward trampling over all tradition 
and heritage until stopping forever at a grey, flat wall of concrete and 
steel, the traditionalist “wheel of history” revolves in a cycle on a sta- 
ble axis, until such time as the axis rots — which it will unless it is suf- 
ficiently oiled or replaced at the right time — and the spokes fall off;2° 
to be replaced by another “wheel of history.” 

Within the Western context, the revolutions of 1642, 1789 and 1848, 
albeit in the name of “the people,” sought to empower the merchant 
on the ruins of the Throne and the Church. Spengler writes of the later 
era: “And now the economic tendency became uppermost in the 
stealthy form of revolution typical of the century, which is called de- 


19 Quoted in A Briggs (ed.), The Nineteenth Century: The Contradictions of Progress, 
(New York: Bonanza Books, 1985), 29. 
20 Turning and turning in the widening gyre 
The falcon cannot hear the falconer: 
Things fall apart, the centre cannot hold; 
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world... 
William Butler Yeats, The Second Coming, 1921. 
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mocracy and demonstrates itself periodically, in revolts by ballot or 
barricaded on the part of the masses.” In England, “the Free Trade 
doctrine of the Manchester School was applied by the trades unions to 
the form of goods called ‘labor,’ and eventually received theoretical 
formulation in the Communist Manifesto of Marx and Engels. And so 
was completed the dethronement of politics by economics, of the State 
by the counting-house.”?! 

Spengler calls Marxian types of socialism “capitalistic” because 
they do not aim to replace money-based values, “but to possess 
them.” He states of Marxism that it is “nothing but a trusty henchman 
of Big Capital, which knows perfectly well how to make use of it.”?* Fur- 
ther: 


The concepts of Liberalism and Socialism are set in effective mo- 
tion only by money. It was the Equites, the big-money party, 
which made Tiberius Gracchus’ popular movement possible at 
all; and as soon as that part of the reforms that was advanta- 
geous to themselves had been successfully legalized, they with- 
drew and the movement collapsed. 


There is no proletarian, not even a communist, movement that 
has not operated in the interests of money, in the directions indi- 
cated by money, and for the time permitted by money — and 
that without the idealist amongst its leaders having the slightest 
suspicion of the fact. 


It is this identity of spirit between capitalism and Marxism that has 
often been manifested in the subsidy of “revolutionary” movements 
by plutocracy. Some plutocrats are able to discern that Marxism and 
similar movements are indeed useful tools for the destruction of tradi- 
tional societies that are hindrances to global profit maximization. One 
might say in this sense that, contrary to Marx, capitalism is not a dia- 
lectical stage leading to communism, but that Marxian-style socialism 
is a dialectical phase leading to global capitalism. 





21 Oswald Spengler, The Hour of Decision (New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1934), 42- 
43. 

22 Spengler, The Decline of The West, Ibid., Vol.. 2, 464. 

23 Spengler, Ibid., 402. 

4K. R. Bolton, Revolution from Above (London: Arktos Media Ltd., 2011). 
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CAPITALISM IN MARXIST DIALECTICS 

While what is popularly supposed to be the “Right” is upheld by 
its adherents as the custodian of “free trade,” which is in turn made 
synonymous with “freedom,” Marx understood the subversive char- 
acter of Free Trade. Spengler cites Marx on Free Trade as stating in 
1847: 


Generally speaking, the protectionist system today is conserva- 
tive, whereas Free Trade system has a destructive effect. It de- 
stroys the former nationalities and renders the contrast between 
proletariat and bourgeois more acute. In a word, the Free Trade 
system is precipitating the social revolution. And only in this 
revolutionary sense do I vote for Free Trade.” 


For Marx capitalism was part of an inexorable dialectical process 
that, like the progressive-linear view of history, sees humanity ascend- 
ing from primitive communism, through feudalism, capitalism, social- 
ism and ultimately — as the end of history — to a millennial world of 
communism. Throughout this dialectical progressive unfolding, the 
impelling force of history is class struggle for the primacy of sectional 
economic interests. In Marxian economic reductionism, history is rel- 
egated to the struggle of 


freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild 
master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed ... 
in constant opposition to one another, carried on uninterrupted, 
now hidden, now open, a fight that each time ended, either in a 
revolutionary re-constitution of society at large, or in the com- 
mon ruin of the contending classes.*° 


Marx accurately describes the destruction of traditional society as 
intrinsic to capitalism, and goes on to describe what we today call 
“globalization.” Those who advocate Free Trade while calling them- 
selves Conservatives might like to consider why Marx supported Free 
Trade and described it as both “destructive” and as “revolutionary.” 
Marx saw it as the necessary ingredient of the dialectical process that 


25 Spengler, The Hour of Decision, Ibid., 141; citing Marx, Appendix to Elend der 
Philosophie, 1847. 
26K Marx, The Communist Manifesto (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1975), 41. 
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imposes universal standardization — precisely the aim of com- 
munism. 


Marx in describing the dialectical role of capitalism, states that 
wherever the “bourgeoisie” “has got the upper hand [it] has put an 
end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations.” The bourgeoisie or 
what we might call the merchant class — which is accorded a subor- 
dinate position in traditional societies, but assumes superiority under 
“modernism” — “has pitilessly torn asunder” feudal bonds, and “has 
left remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked self- 
interest,” and “callous cash payment.” It has, among other things, 
“drowned” religiosity and chivalry “in the icy water of egotistical cal- 
culation.” “It has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in 
place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up 
that single, unconscionable freedom — Free Trade.”?” Where the Con- 
servative stands in opposition to the Marxian analysis of capitalism is 
in Marx’s regarding the process as both inexorable and desirable. 

Marx condemned opposition to this dialectical process as “reac- 
tionary.” Marx was here defending Communists against claims by 
“Reactionaries” that his system would result in the destruction of the 
traditional family, and relegate the professions to mere “wage-labor” 
by stating that this was already being done by capitalism anyway and 
is therefore not a process that is to be resisted — which is “Reaction- 
ism” — but welcomed as a necessary phase to Communism. 


UNIFORMITY OF PRODUCTION AND CULTURE 

Marx saw the constant need for the revolutionizing of the of in- 
struments of production as inevitable under capitalism, and this in 
turn would bring society into a continual state of flux, of “everlasting 
uncertainty and agitation,” which distinguishes the “bourgeoisie 
epoch from all other ones.”*8 The “need for a constantly expanding 
market” means that capitalism spreads globally, and thereby gives a 
“cosmopolitan character” to “modes of production and consumption 
in every country.” This in Marxist dialectics is a necessary part of de- 
stroying national boundaries and distinctive cultures as a prelude to 
world socialism. It is capitalism that establishes the basis for interna- 
tionalism. Therefore, when the Marxist rants against “globalization” 


27 Ibid., 44. 
28 Ibid., 47. 
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he does so as rhetoric in the pursuit of a political agenda; not from 
ethical opposition to globalization. 

To this capitalist internationalizing process Marx identifies the op- 
ponents not as Marxists but as “Reactionists.” The reactionaries are 
appalled that the old local and national industries are being de- 
stroyed, self-sufficiency is being undermined, and “we have ... uni- 
versal inter-dependence of nations.” Likewise in the cultural sphere, 
where “national and local literatures” are displaced by “a world litera- 
ture.”*? The result is a global consumer culture. Ironically, while the 
USA was the harbinger of internationalizing tendencies in the arts, at 
the very start of the Cold War the most vigorous opponents of this 
were the Stalinists, who called this “rootless cosmopolitanism.”°° Such 
factors that prompted Yockey to conclude that the USA represented a 
purer form of Bolshevism — as a method of cultural destruction — 
than the USSR. It is also why the diehard core of international Marx- 
ism, especially the Trotskyites, ended up in the US camp during the 
Cold War and metamorphosed into “neo-conservatism,”*! whose an- 
tithesis in the USA is not the Left, but paleoconservatism. These post- 
Trotskyites have no business masquerading as “conservatives,” “new” 
or otherwise. 

With this revolutionizing and standardization of the means of pro- 
duction comes a loss of meaning because one is no longer part of a 
craft or a profession, or “calling.” Obsession with work becomes as an 
end in itself, which fails to provide higher meaning because of its be- 
ing reduced to that of a solely economic function. Marx said of this, in 
relation to the ruin of the traditional order by the triumph of the 
bourgeoisie, that 


owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of la- 
bour, the work of the proletarians has lost all individual charac- 
ter, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes 
an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, 
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most monotonous, and the most easily acquired knack, that is 
required of him.°? 


Whereas the classical corporations and the medieval guilds fulfilled 
a role that was metaphysical and cultural in terms of one’s profession, 
these have been replaced by the trade unions as nothing more than 
instruments of economic competition. The entirety of civilization has 
become an expression of money-values, but preoccupation with the 
Gross Domestic Product cannot be a substitute for more profound 
human values. Hence it is widely perceived that those who are 
wealthy are not necessarily fulfilled, and the affluent often exist in a 
void, with an undefined yearning that might be filled with drugs, al- 
cohol, divorce, and suicide. Material gain does not equate with what 
Jung called “individuation” or what humanistic psychology calls 
“self-actualization.” Indeed, the preoccupation of material accumula- 
tion, whether under capitalism or Marxism, enchains man to the low- 
est level of animalistic existence. Here the Biblical axiom is appropri- 
ate: “Man does not live by bread alone.” 


THE MEGALOPOLIS 

Of particular interest is that Marx writes of the manner by which 
the rural basis of the traditional order succumbs to urbanization and 
industrialization — which is what formed the “proletariat,” the root- 
less mass that is upheld by socialism as the ideal rather than as a cor- 
rupt aberration. Traditional societies are literally rooted in the soil. 
Under capitalism village life and localized life are, as Marx said, made 
passé by the city and by mass production. Marx referred to the coun- 
try being subjected to the “rule of the towns.”*? It was a phenomenon 
— the rise of the City concomitant with the rise of the merchant — 
that Spengler states is a symptom of the decay of a Civilization in its 
sterile phase, where money values rule.*4 

Marx writes that the result is the creation of “enormous cities” — 
what Spengler calls “Megalopolitanism.” Again, what distinguishes 
Marx in his analysis of capitalism from traditionalists is that he wel- 
comes this destructive feature of capitalism. When Marx writes of ur- 





32 Marx, The Communist Manifesto, Ibid., 51. 

33 [bid., 47. 

34 Spengler, The Decline of The West, Ibid., Vol. 2, Chapter 4, (a) “The Soul of the 
City,” 87-110. 


94. The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 4, Winter 2011-2012 


banization and the alienation of the former peasantry and artisans by 
their proletarianization in the cities, thereby becoming cogs of the 
mass production process, he refers to this not as a process to be resist- 
ed, but as inexorable and as having “rescued a considerable part of the 
population from the idiocy of rural life.”% 


“REACTIONISM” 

Marx points out in The Communist Manifesto that “Reactionists” 
view with “great chagrin”* the dialectical processes of capitalism. The 
reactionary, or the “Rightist,” is the anti-capitalist par excellence, be- 
cause he is above and beyond the zeitgeist from which both capitalism 
and Marxism emerged, and he rejects in total the economic reduction- 
ism on which both are founded. Thus the word “reactionary,” usually 
used in a derogatory sense, can be accepted by the Conservative as an 
accurate term for what is required for a cultural renaissance. 

Marx condemned resistance to the dialectical process as “Reaction- 


my, 


ist”: 


The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, 
the artisan, the peasant. All these fight against the bourgeoisie, to 
save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle 
class. They are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. 
Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back the 
wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are so 
only in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat; they 
thus defend not their present, but their future interests; they de- 
sert their own standpoint to place themselves at that of the prole- 
tariat.°” 

This so-called “lower middle class” is therefore inexorably con- 
demned to the purgatory of proletarian dispossession until such time 
as it recognizes its historical revolutionary class role, and “expropri- 
ates the expropriators.” This “lower middle class” can either emerge 
from purgatory by joining the ranks of the proletarian chosen people, 
become part of the socialist revolution and enter a new millennium, or 
it can descend from its class purgatory, if it insists on trying to main- 
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tain the traditional order, and be consigned to oblivion, which might 
be hastened by the firing squads of Bolshevism. 

Marx devotes the third section of his Communist Manifesto to a re- 
pudiation of “reactionary socialism.” He condemns “feudal socialism” 
that arose among the old remnants of the aristocracy which sought to 
join forces with the “working class” against the bourgeoisie. Marx 
states that the aristocracy, in trying to reassert their pre-bourgeois po- 
sition, had actually lost sight of their own class interests in having to 
side with the proletariat.°8 

This is nonsense. An alliance of the dispossessed professions into 
what had become the so-called proletariat, with the increasingly dis- 
possessed aristocracy, is an organic alliance, which finds its enemies 
as much in Marxism as in capitalism. Marx raged against the budding 
alliance between the aristocracy and those dispossessed professions 
that resisted being proletarianized. Hence, Marx condemns “feudal 
socialism” as “half echo of the past, half menace of the future.”°? It 
was a movement that enjoyed significant support among craftsmen, 
clergymen, nobles and literati in Germany in 1848, who repudiated 
the free market that had divorced the individual from Church, State 
and community, “and placed egoism and self-interest before subordi- 
nation, commonality, and social solidarity.”40 Max Beer, an historian 
of German socialism, stated of these “Reactionists,” as Marx called 
them, that 


the modern era seemed to them to be built on quicksands, to be 
chaos, anarchy, or an utterly unmoral and godless outburst of in- 
tellectual and economic forces, which must inevitably lead to 
acute social antagonism, to extremes of wealth and poverty, and 
to a universal upheaval. In this frame of mind, the Middle Ages, 
with its firm order in Church, economic and social life, its faith 
in God, its feudal tenures, its cloisters, its autonomous associa- 
tions and its guilds appeared to these thinkers like a well- 
compacted building.*! 
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It is just such an alliance of all classes — once vehemently con- 
demned by Marx as “Reactionist” — that is required to resist the 
common subversive phenomena of Free Trade and revolution. If the 
Right wishes to restore the health of the cultural organism that is 
predicated on traditional values, then it cannot do so by embracing 
economic doctrines that are themselves antithetical to tradition, and 
were welcomed by Marx as part of a subversive process. 
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LIBERTARIANISM VERSUS RACIAL 
NATIONALISM: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENT 


GEORGE HOCKING 


Understanding how libertarianism relates to racial nationalism re- 
quires their definition. That’s easy for libertarianism, a movement 
with distinct intellectual founders (Ayn Rand, F. A. Hayek, and Mil- 
ton Friedman) and a party on the ballot in all 50 states. By 2004 the 
Libertarian Party’s 600 office holders were more than twice those of all 
other third parties combined.! Its 1988 presidential candidate, Ron 
Paul, is also currently in congress as Texas’ 14‘ district Republican 
representative.” 

Racial nationalism, in contrast, while less publicly visible, is more 
historically significant and widespread. Unlike libertarianism, racial 
nationalism is absent in standard political philosophy references ex- 
cept when disparagingly connected to “racism” and “race.” Academ- 
ic historian Gary Gerstle, however, considers it one of two contending 
ideologies (civic nationalism is the other) shaping American history.4 
Although there are powerful efforts to suppress it, White nationalism, 
America’s most historically significant racial nationalism, is a rapidly 
growing social movement. It has developed a distinctive ideology 
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without centralized organization? and is growing in direct response to 
equally rapid dispossession of American Whites since the nineteen- 
sixties.° 

Racial nationalism is the oldest human social organization since it 
was practiced by the first small bands of kin walking across and even- 
tually peopling the earth. Some eventually settled in dark forests, 
others on vast open plains, still others near permanent ice, but in each 
place survival demanded loyalty and cooperation among kin of a 
band. Wherever they settled, earth’s diverse landscapes eventually 
produced corresponding human diversity plain for all to see. The di- 
versity still exists today. We now know that it reflects cryptic but 
equally diverse genetic landscapes.’ 

Racial nationalism is also the most modern kind of social organiza- 
tions since it’s the only one able to solve the great problems humanity 
faces today. Primary among these is an assault on nature other social 
systems can’t stop because of a fundamental flaw. We now know the 
first bands of people settling the earth viewed nature differently than 
most people see it today. Instead of nature being Other and separate 
from people, they saw it as sacred and themselves as embedded in it. 
Thus they and all they did were sacred as well. 

That consciousness began ending for many 2900 to 2200 years ago 
during a so-called Axial Age — a term coined by German philosopher 
Karl Jaspers — when people first sought transcendence over nature 
and began erecting a still-existing mental wall separating them from 
it.8 Transcendence also made human bodies less sacred. Now they 
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were just shells for nonphysical souls wholly Other from the natural 
world where a diversity of living things, including human races, 
evolved.’ 

The contrast between non-Axial and Axial mentalities is clear in 
their worldviews. Non-Axial consciousness is exemplified by Red In- 
dian racial nationalist Russell Means in the words: “It is the way that 
knows that humans do not have the right to degrade Mother Earth, ... 
that humans must be in harmony with all relations or the relations 
will eventually eliminate the disharmony. ... It is ... the role of all 
natural beings to survive. A part of our survival is to resist. We resist 
not to overthrow a government or to take political power, but because 
it is natural to resist extermination, to survive.”1° This idea is ex- 
pressed in strikingly similar words by iconic White warrior David 
Lane: “Until the White race realizes there is only one source from 
which we can ascertain lasting truths, there will never be peace or sta- 
bility on this earth. In the immutable Laws of Nature are the keys to 
life, order, and understanding. ... The White Peoples of the earth must 
collectively understand that they are equally subject to the iron-hard 
Laws of Nature with every other creature of the Universe, or they will 
not secure peace, safety, nor even their existence.”1 

Means and Lane embrace a nature rejected by Ziad Jarah, whose 
hyper-Axialist Islam!? caused him to say “I come to you with men 
who love the death just as you love life. ... the smell of paradise is ris- 
ing” while seeking death to enter an imagined paradise more real than 
life itself.° 

Imagined universalist worlds of oneness began with Axial empha- 
sis on nonmaterial and thus nonracial souls,!4+ but in eighteenth- 
century Europe exhaustion with conflict between competing Axial 
universalist religious visions led directly to the Enlightenment, which 
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desacralized transcendence by mutating it to visions of secular human 
universalism. Enlightenment Axial origins are clear in its willful de- 
nial of human diversity!’ leading directly to a long sad twentieth- 
century competition between Capitalism and Communism, its bastard 
children which each in its own way view people as fungible widgets.1° 

Meanwhile science, often equated with the Enlightenment but en- 
tirely different, developed uneasily among dominant Axial systems 
and began rediscovering the natural world they had long ignored.!” 
Axial-dominated humanities, however, still largely isolate science 
from significant academic research and commentary concerning hu- 
man affairs.18 

Earth was not rediscovered in a vacuum, however. Others looked 
and liked what they saw. In the nineteenth century John Muir was 
especially effective in challenging Axialist desacralization of nature 
and initiating a movement toward pre-Axial consciousness some call 
“dark green religion.”!? Muir and others changed American con- 
sciousness enough for laws to pass in the nineteen-seventies with bi- 
partisan support — laws that for the first time significantly protected 
nature from destruction by modern industrial society.” 

Norman Podhoretz immediately counterattacked nature in Com- 
mentary*!, a journal of the American Jewish Committee, the central or- 
ganizing institution of an American Jewish establishment”? that pro- 
vides immense power to the ethnoreligion that was a prime initiator 
of the Axial Age.*? Other advocates of continuing environmental de- 
struction like Alston Chase soon explicitly linked the nature- 
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protection characteristic of pre-Axial thinking with tribal racial na- 
tionalism’s similar tendencies*4 so the former could be demonized like 
the latter. But even he noticed that vastly accelerated logging rates 
hurt timber industry sustainability at least as much as the environ- 
mental rules he attacks.2° Podhoretz was also among those leading a 
neoconservative takeover of the Republican Party in the nineteen- 
eighties that fundamentally changed it from a champion of Main 
Street and good government issues like nature protection to the Wall 
Street servant and enemy of nature it now is. 

Rediscovering racial nationalism’s ancient roots doesn’t require re- 
turning to the primitive since it recognizes that technology invented 
by each race is part of its cultural patrimony that should primarily be 
used for its own benefit. This reverses the current Enlightenment- 
driven mad effort to evangelize the world with technology the way 
Axialist missionaries have done for centuries with Bibles and Korans. 
The result of such Axial crusades in most of the world is cultural col- 
lapse, population growth beyond carrying capacities, and a resulting 
planet of slums.*° 

The Enlightenment’s ideology of universal equality demands that 
either poor nations be uplifted to the level of rich ones with conse- 
quent vastly accelerated planetary destruction or that the latter be 
dragged down to the poverty of Luddite fantasies. Only racial na- 
tionalism threads the needle between these dystopian nightmares. It 
calls for greater local self-sufficiency to cure accelerating environmen- 
tal destruction caused by rampant globalization.*’ 

Racial nationalism and all nationalisms are demonized as sources 
of the twentieth-century’s disastrous world wars,?8 but these were 
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caused by great power politics of competing imperialisms,”? not au- 
thentic nationalism. From the twenty-first century’s clearer perspec- 
tive it is now evident their horrors resulted directly from rampant 
searches for universal utopias demanded by the Enlightenment.*° The 
antithesis and antidote to universalist destruction is rediscovery of 
particularity provided by authentic nationalism.*! 

To be sustainable, authentic universal nationalism needs fraternal 
cooperation rather than violent competition among different human 
groups in the same way that society needs cooperation among indi- 
viduals. Only peoples maddened by selfishness and visions of uni- 
versalist utopias seek destruction and domination of their neighbors 
and cause healthy nationalism to pathologically mutate into imperial- 
ism the way extreme selfishness among individuals becomes crime.** 

But not all imperialisms are the same. The vast empires of Rome, 
China, Spain, and France destroyed nations through assimilation, but 
the British were different. Apart from areas of large British settlement 
where they displaced the natives (Australia, New Zeeland, and non- 
Spanish North America), the British imposed order on the peoples of 
their vast empire but appreciated their particularity enough to leave 
them largely alone and unchanged.** Consequently their empire was 
the exception that proves the rule and provided a reasonable modern 
model for de facto pan racial nationalism before European fratricide 
destroyed it. 

Nationalism is simultaneously modern and ancient in its unique 
capacity for providing the fundamental human need for kinship de- 
nied and often destroyed by Enlightenment-derived twentieth- 
century universalist panaceas like capitalism and communism.*4 Its 
intellectual roots lie in central Europe’s reaction to the oppression of 
Napoleon’s French Empire messianically spreading the Enlighten- 
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ment in its hardest first flush.*° This first intellectual expression of na- 
tionalism was largely cultural since distinctions among peoples where 
it began were religious and linguistic rather than racial. 

Awareness of vast racial diversity among Earth’s peoples devel- 
oped mostly independently of central European nationalist intellectu- 
als as Enlightenment-influenced British, French, and Americans began 
encountering non-European races.*° Their initial awareness of race 
was just part of the many natural history observations made while en- 
countering Earth’s vast diversity for the first time. Consequently ra- 
cial awareness was first part of science and only later influenced polit- 
ical thought, coexisting uncomfortably with Enlightenment-derived 
political cultures. Americans and the English thoroughly accepted a 
soft version of the Enlightenment while bitter memories of the Revo- 
lution’s hard version caused lasting divisions among the French. The- 
se cultural contradictions eventually facilitated proscription of race as 
an idea in the United States and subsequently in its many post-World 
War II satellites through the influence of Franz Boas, a Jewish intellec- 
tual entrepreneur who brought hard Enlightenment ideology and hos- 
tility toward the traditional people and culture of Europe when he 
emigrated to America.%” 

Since race is biological and thus far more stable and fundamental 
than culture, it provides a sound basis for nationalism and provides a 
powerful antidote to Enlightenment universalism. Races, put simply, 
are biologically more or less distinctive groups — what Sarich and Mie- 
le*> term fuzzy sets—of living things including people, and race is es- 
sentially synonymous with subspecies. It differs primarily in not be- 
ing a formal taxonomic category subject to strict rules of nomencla- 
ture.°? 


35 George Mosse, The Culture of Western Europe: The Nineteenth and Twentieth Cen- 
turies (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1961), 53-72. 

36 Ibid., 73-91. 

37 Carl Degler, In Search of Human Nature: The Decline and Revival of Darwinism in 
American Social Thought (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 61-104; Kevin 
MacDonald, The Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary Analysis of Jewish Involvement in 
Twentieth-Century Intellectual and Political Movements (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1998), 
21-51, 

38 Vincent Sarich and Frank Miele, Race: The Reality of Human Differences (Denver: 
Westview Press, 2004). 

39 Roger Lincoln, Geoff, Boxshall, & Paul Clark, A Dictionary of Ecology, Evolution, 
and Systematics, 2"4 Ed. (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1998). 


104 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 4, Winter 2011-2012 


Science has thoroughly established that race is not simply a matter 
of skin color but involves mean differences in a galaxy of mental and 
physiological traits independent of culture.4? That’s why peoples 
from different cultures but the same race can live comfortably togeth- 
er in a common culture, but those of different races never do no mat- 
ter how long they’re exposed to a common culture.4! They conse- 
quently self-segregate whenever and wherever they can.*? This is un- 
surprising since American Blacks and Whites, for example, differ pro- 
foundly in essentially every sociological trait. 

The Enlightenment universalist response is to blame all such differ- 
ences on White behavior and deny the very existence of race,44 which 
requires willful blindness to evidence plain to preschoolers. As an ex- 
ample, discussion of overwhelming Olympic dominance in short 
sprints by Blacks from many cultures, despite heroic best efforts of 
non-Black sprinters to catch them, is taboo* because of its implica- 
tions for the reciprocal failure of Blacks to catch up to other races aca- 
demically everywhere in the world.*° Blaming Whites for the reality 
of human diversity is analogous to Mao Zedong blaming China's 
peasants when biological and chemical reality prevented them from 
fulfilling his orders to increase food production while making steel in 
their backyards. China eventually came to its senses after 30 million 
died of starvation as a direct consequence. 4” But America has yet to 
awaken. 

Both are examples of mad efforts to achieve Enlightenment fanta- 
sies of equality and sameness traceable straight back to Axial decou- 
pling of humans from nature’s particularities. We know that claiming 
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that there is a universal environment right for both fish and fowl is 
foolish, but questioning the dogma that races with very different evo- 
lutionary histories are the same is dangerous heresy to the Enlighten- 
ment’s secular religion. 


RACE AND CULTURE 

People do exhibit far more behavioral plasticity than any other spe- 
cies, and when they aggregate into groups with common behavioral 
repertoires, they create cultures.** Ideally these should be healthy for 
races practicing them, but that does not always happen since instead 
of promoting sustainable survival they sometimes lead to group sui- 
cide.4? Health also requires compatibility between a culture and the 
hereditary psychology individuals practicing it derive from their race. 

Cultures become unhealthy for a variety of reasons, but among the 
most frequent and best documented is alien influence.°? The White 
racial nationalist movement's recent rapid growth is a direct response 
and antidote to that kind of progressively increasing cultural patholo- 
gy in America.*! Another important antidote is science’s increasingly 
sophisticated understanding of human biology.52 Consequently Julius 
Evola’s popularity among some racial nationalists is problematic.*° 
While he may appeal as a rare survivor of the Axial world’s mid- 
twentieth century crusade to destroy central Europe’s anti- 
Enlightenment, his thorough confusion of the Enlightenment with sci- 
ence and consequent rejection of Darwinian evolution™ attacks racial 
nationalism’s strongest intellectual support.°° He would replace it 
with views on human origins as bizarre as those of any bible belt 
Christian Zionist. For example he claims Whites come from the Arctic 
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and believes in Lemuria, a non-existent continent invented by nine- 
teenth-century zoologist Philip Sclater to explain disjunct distributions 
of primitive primates known as lemurs now known to result from 
plate tectonics.5” Since racial nationalism is thoroughly supported by 
scientific truth, rejecting science subverts it. 

In Evola’s view race is determined less by biology than by whom 
he likes or dislikes.5% This is quite different from the need for racial na- 
tionalists to recognize that loyalty and dedication count more than 
narrow racial morphological preferences when organizing political- 
ly.°? Evola’s race concept exemplifies social construction, the primary 
strategy for denying the obvious fact that races exist.°? Their real ex- 
istence doesn’t preclude them from being also socially constructed 
however. 

When European genetic substructure is graphed, northern Europe- 
an individuals cluster at the graph’s upper left, southern Europeans at 
its lower left and Ashkenazi Jews form a particularly tight cluster at 
its upper right.*! The Ashkenazis cluster so tightly, in fact, that they 
clearly constitute a genetically distinct ethnic group. Nevertheless 
close examination of the graph finds many individual Jews falling be- 
tween clusters and some even clustering with non-Jews. These indi- 
viduals are examples why social construction is necessary for a so- 
phisticated understanding of race. While their socially constructed 
identity is Jewish, the graph indicates their genetic identity is non- 
Jewish. 

Jews are an important and potentially divisive issue for White ra- 
cial nationalists since one faction views them as ordinary White peo- 
ple and another sees them all as their deadliest enemies. The first fac- 
tion must account, however, for a Jewish establishment enabling just 2 
per cent of a nation of over 300 million to totally dominate its politics, 
foreign policy, economy, culture, media, and intellectual discourse. 
The American Jewish Committee and allied groups and institutions at 
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this establishment's epicenter behave at the beginning of the twenty- 
first century much like the mythical nineteenth-century Elders of Zion 
were purported to act, since they relentlessly assault the cultural and 
biological integrity of the ethnic groups that created the United 
States.° 

The second faction must account for the important role some indi- 
vidual Jews have played in establishing race’s scientific validity and 
providing important critiques of the Jewish establishment. Daniel 
Freedman, for example, was the first to conclusively prove innate psy- 
chological differences between races; N. A. Rosenberg was the lead 
author of the first identification of genetic differences between races;°+ 
and Michael Levin authored one of the most important studies of 
race’s importance and reality. Norman Finkelstein, similarly, is the 
best known® of a group of effective Jewish critics of the Jewish estab- 
lishment recently joined by Alan Sabrosky, former Director of Studies 
at the U.S. Army War College.®°” 


RACIAL NATIONALISM AND LIBERTARIANISM 

Development of a coherent message is critical for the success of ra- 
cial nationalism, the last best hope of Earth’s peoples and the bio- 
sphere sustaining them. Once natural barriers of mountains and seas 
promoted evolution and maintained earth’s natural variety. Now it 
needs the cooperation between science and politics that only intelli- 
gently conceived racial nationalism provides. Biologists and others 
who care about the survival of racial diversity are now free to protect 
every species but their own from threats like extinction through hy- 
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bridization.*6 The Axial bright line separating people from nature 
prevents us from using the hard won insights of conservation biology 
for our own survival even as fanatic Axialists attack the value of pro- 
tecting nature both because they devalue it and because its protection 
threatens their intellectual conceits.® 

Racial nationalism is about reconnecting people with nature 
through restoring racially and culturally harmonious communities 
that link the past and future. Libertarian devaluation of community 
and its offer of isolation and anomie are consequently the antithesis of 
racial nationalism. Its primary founder entered America from the So- 
viet Union in 1926 seeking work as a Hollywood screenwriter after 
changing her name from Alisa Rosenbaum to Ayn Rand. Eventually 
she wrote much about “values,” but many were quite odd. In her first 
novel, The Little Street, she idealized a serial child murderer who “had 
the true innate psychology of a Superman,””? and by 1943 she was 
(arguably) celebrating forcible rape in The Fountainhead.” Wer 1957 
magnum opus Atlas Shrugged introduced the dollar sign as a personal 
symbol she continued to wear until her death in 1982, when a six foot 
floral version was placed on her casket.” Its meaning that nothing 
counts but the bottom line reflects a Rand-influenced current society 
valuing drug dealers and Ponzi schemers like Bernie Madoff more 
than hard working mechanics, farmers, and teachers. Her 1964 essay 
collection The Virtue of Selfishness exemplifies libertarianism’s goal of 
freeing corporations from government and personal egos from race 
and culture.”7 She claimed to be anti-communist but consistently 
supported monopoly capitalism and other values like those of the So- 
viet system she supposedly detested. In this there is no contradiction, 
since libertarianism and communism both arise directly from the En- 
lightenment view of humans as secular gods at war with nature.” Au- 
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thentic anti-communists like Gore Vidal and Whittaker Chambers 
quickly identified a totalitarian core in Rand” — also evident in the 
personal relations in the personality cult that developed around her, 
likened to a mix of Josef Stalin, L. Ron Hubbard, and Jim Jones.76 

With a resumé like that, why would any racial nationalist find lib- 
ertarianism appealing? There are several reasons. Its most obvious 
appeal is an anti-government message resonating because of govern- 
ment attacks on racial integrity like those against schools that reached 
maximum intensity in the 1960’s and 1970’s.”” The most serious re- 
cent threat to America’s historic races, however, is lax government en- 
forcement, fully supported by libertarians, of already weak immigra- 
tion laws.78 

Libertarianism is ultimately just one more Enlightenment scheme 
for creating a secular utopia, this time by universalizing its core values 
of selfishness and unrestrained ego. Racial nationalism, in contrast, 
recognizes universals as the problem. Regional cultures rich in tech- 
nological inventiveness like New England and old England also richly 
develop social movements like environmentalism that mitigated tech- 
nology’s negative effects.” 

Disastrous ecological consequences have no meaning to libertari- 
ans, however, since they place no value on nature and welcome an en- 
tirely artificial world.8° Some racial nationalists imagine they are on 
the right end of a spectrum dating from revolutionary France in the 
1790’s. That becomes increasingly less relevant, however, as distance 
increases from the particular time and place where Enlightenment- 
inspired revolutionaries on the left side of the French National As- 
sembly opposed aristocrats and clergy on the right.8! All these play- 
ers were Axial universalists, and libertarianism’s universalist secular 
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utopianism puts it firmly on the Enlightenment side of that fight. 
Left-right universalism, however, is meaningless in a world of frater- 
nal non-Axial racial nationalisms where variety and particularity are 
what counts. 


LIBERTARIANISM AND AMERICAN HISTORY 

Libertarianism also has special appeal to many Americans because 
of their unique history that includes historical memory of a time be- 
fore 1815 when most were poor but thoroughly free subsistence farm- 
ers living completely outside commercial markets. A market revolu- 
tion beginning in 1815 integrated many into commerce, but others 
continued to live free of markets long afterward.’ Memories of this 
long idyll of freedom are especially strong among the many Ameri- 
cans with roots in the great Scots-Irish volkerwanderung from Pennsy]- 
vania to Texas occurring around that time.® 

Scots-Irish had a long history of bad experiences with repressive 
governments that began in Britain,84 continued in its American colo- 
nies,®5 and reignited in the early republic’s Whiskey Rebellion.8° The 
many Scots-Irish in southern states also lived through invasion and 
occupation by federal government troops during the Civil War and 
Reconstruction from 1861 to 1876°” and a less formal reconstruction- 
like period in the next century reaching maximum intensity from 1963 
to 1972.88 Nevertheless, during the sixty-year period from 1800 to 
1860 when Scots-Irish migrated most widely in America, friendly 
governments supported their interests.°° Despite being highly indi- 
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vidualistic, Scots-Irish had a strong sense of race conscious tribal 
community and valued government as an organic creation of their 
own that came from the bottom up rather than as a foreign imposi- 
tion.%° These values are utterly alien to libertarianism, which is about 
commercial corporations rather than frontier farmers and devalues 
tribal community like every other non-economic value.®! British colo- 
nies in the future United States were mostly initiated by corporation- 
like offshore economic entities their settlers had to overcome before 
their own representative local governments could be created.” 

But the main reason libertarianism appeals to racial nationalists is 
because it doesn’t deviate from the fundamental racial zeitgeist of the 
United States. In particular, since the United States is now a nation 
with all aspects of life thoroughly dominated by a Jewish establish- 
ment hostile to the White majority,9? White racial nationalism is cur- 
rently the ultimate heresy. Ayn Rand and most of libertarianism’s 
founders and promoters have been Jewish. Among the most promi- 
nent was Alan Greenspan,”* who went on to become Fed chairman 
and eventually to brag, in the brief period between his retirement and 
2008’s great crash, about his responsibility for the policies we now 
know created it.% 

This is unsurprising, since libertarianism is a movement serving 
specific Jewish needs in the United States, where it is most popular. In 
early twentieth-century America most Jews were poor despite a few 
being vastly wealthy. By the century’s second half, however, Jews had 
left relative poverty behind to become America’s richest ethnic group 
by far and used their new-found wealth to create an ethnic establish- 
ment that increasingly controlled all the high grounds of American 
life. Meanwhile policies of Roosevelt’s old Democratic Party, heavily 
taxing and regulating wealth, were seen, particularly by neo- 
conservative Jews anxious to obtain influence in the Republican Party, 
as increasingly dysfunctional now that Jews controlled vast private 
wealth which the organized Jewish community has used to influence 
public policy.2° Although most Jews continue to support the Demo- 
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cratic Party and its coalition of non-White ethnic groups, many Jews 
also increasingly recognized that strong governments can be unfavor- 
able environments in the event that they have less power.”” For exam- 
ple, their kin in Russia quickly seized its vast resources when the 
powerful Soviet state collapsed, but lost much of it just as quickly 
when order was restored.” Libertarians who demonize government 
and idealize private wealth are consequently quite functional for Jews 
in the United States. 

Earth seen from space is the tiniest blue oasis of life in a vast uni- 
verse, while libertarianism is the ultimate Axial endpoint. Its worship 
of human egos frees them from all restraints of nature or human con- 
nection that would prevent conversion of our oasis into a dead cinder 
as fast as possible.! It’s not coincidental that Ayn Rand’s first hero 
metaphorically killed the future by murdering children. 

Racial nationalism, in contrast, restores pre-Axial respect for the 
richness of earth’s variety and human difference. It is the antidote for 
libertarianism’s mad rush toward death. 
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RACIAL PATRONAGE, RACIAL DISPOSSESSION 


The Affirmative Action Hoax: Diversity, the Importance of Character and 
Other Lies, 2»4¢ Ed. 

Steven Farron 

Oakton, CA: New Century Foundation, 2010, 334 pages. 


Reviewed by Nelson Rosit 


“Affirmative action is the standard euphemism for the type of dis- 
crimination meant to solve the perceived problem of the unequal suc- 
cess of ethnic and/or racial groups” (p. xii). In this, the very first sen- 
tence of the Introduction to The Affirmative Action Hoax, the reader gets 
a hint of the blunt, pithy language former classics professor Steven 
Farron uses to document the systematic anti-White discrimination 
practiced in America during the past forty years. 

There is much that recommends this volume so it is only fair to 
present its many strengthens before discussing any shortcomings. 
This is a book that needed to be written. It is a well-researched exposé 
of the pernicious policy that enforces cultural and ethnic diversity up- 
on European-American society. The volume reviewed here is the se- 
cond edition, revised and updated, of a monograph published in 2005. 
The author has a companion website with additional information.! 

It seems doubtful that anyone could actually enjoy reading The Af- 
firmative Action Hoax. If the reader opposes affirmative action it will 
make him angry and perhaps depressed. If the reader supports af- 
firmative action the book will make him angry and defensive. The 
volume is best suited for skeptics and the undecided. Most TOQ read- 
ers are already convinced opponents of affirmative action. Could they 
profit from reading this book? Such readers will certainly gain some 
insights summed up by the statement: It’s even worse than you think. 

The book’s thesis is that American society is based on the false 
premise that all races are innately equal. Thus differences in achieve- 
ment between groups are caused by discrimination or other social fac- 
tors that need to be corrected through affirmative action. A corollary 
is that the resulting ethnic and cultural diversity is a positive good 
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from which all groups benefit. Farron maintains that ethnic groups do 
vary significantly in innate intelligence and that intelligence, as meas- 
ured by standardized IQ tests, is the best predictor of academic and 
career success. 

One of the book’s assets is a brief but useful history of post-World 
War II affirmative action. Some universities, both public and private, 
began preferential admissions for Blacks as early as the 1940s. Affirm- 
ative action became federal policy with the Kennedy administration. 
The rationale in the early 1960s was to compensate for the effects of 
poverty and past discrimination. But these were quickly found to be 
an insufficient basis for anti-White discrimination as Blacks continued 
to exhibit low academic achievement, and by the 1970s ethnic and cul- 
tural diversity became the raison d’étre of affirmative action. 

Another value of this book is as a myth buster. Farron blasts away 
at the conventional wisdom regarding affirmative action. One exam- 
ple: some confused conservatives like to quote Martin Luther King’s 
wish that his children not be “judged by the color of their skin but the 
content of their character.” The words have a nice rhetorical flourish 
and the implication is that he wanted a color-blind meritocracy. A few 
weeks before his 1963 “I Have a Dream” speech, however, King ex- 
pressed his support for what he called “discrimination in reverse” as a 
“national atonement for the sins of the past” (M. L. King, quoted p. 5). 

The policy of race-based preferences rests upon a myriad of myths 
that Farron demolishes. One of the most significant misconceptions is 
that affirmative action is essentially a system to help poor but deserv- 
ing Blacks. Today most beneficiaries of affirmative action are not poor 
or Black but middle-class products of the post-1965 immigration inva- 
sion. Many are not even U.S. citizens. Beginning in 2011, “most babies 
born in the United States will belong to groups that are eligible for af- 
firmative action” (p. 7). 

Central to Farron’s thesis is the belief that average group intelli- 
gence, not racial discrimination or any cultural factors, determine ra- 
cial differences in achievement. He refutes theories that Black students 
perform poorly in school due to the “fear of acting White,” low expec- 
tations of their teachers, low self-esteem, or poor quality schools. He 
also argues that there is no evidence that diversity within the class- 
room improves the academic performance of any student — quite the 
contrary. Nor does having role models of the same race or sex increase 
achievement for that race or sex. 
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One common misconception among European-Americans is that 
Republicans have been their advocates in moderating or limiting the 
effects of affirmative action. According to Farron, President Nixon re- 
ally was Tricky Dick. The duplicitous pol who said he represented the 
Silent Majority and used the Southern Strategy to win the White 
House, “did more to entrench savage anti-White discrimination than 
any other American political leader” (p. 254). It should be noted that 
Presidents Ford and Reagan also supported affirmative action, but 
Farron does not analyze why the old anti-communist Nixon and the 
conservative favorite Reagan would support such a policy. The book 
also points out that despite legislation and court rulings that seem to 
limit or prohibit race-based preferences, school administrators, corpo- 
rate managers, and government bureaucrats find ways to circumvent 
laws and conceal continuing affirmative action policies. Many if not 
most of these officials complicit in anti-White discrimination are 
themselves White. 

Another common myth is that affirmative action discriminates 
against Asians. This falsehood comes under the category of pusillani- 
mous criticisms of affirmative action — pusillanimous because such 
rhetoric is motivated by fear of explicitly advocating for White inter- 
ests. Timid White conservatives also offer that recipients of academic 
affirmative action are themselves victims because they would do bet- 
ter, feel more comfortable, and be less likely to drop out if they at- 
tended less demanding institutions. They also point out that affirma- 
tive action stigmatizes its recipients. 

Farron supplies evidence against all of the above. He assails the 
“resolute determination of most opponents of affirmative action to 
avoid defending its real victims — Whites — and, consequently, to 
dwell on the harm it supposedly causes to Blacks, Hispanics, and 
Asians” (p. 267). This is not to imply that that there are no negative 
consequences for other groups, only that the failure to mention White 
interests is yet another indication of the disempowerment of Whites. 

Perhaps the biggest fallacy used in support of affirmative action is 
that the resulting diversity strengthens American society. Farron doc- 
uments how standards have been lowered in a number of professions 
— medicine, law, law enforcement, teaching, and firefighting — all in 
the pursuit of greater diversity. “Eliminating qualifications is closing 
the racial gap in occupation and income, just as it is closing the racial 
gap in education” (p. 237). 


116 The Occidental Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 4, Winter 2011-2012 


One myth that Farron fails to explicitly mention is the belief among 
affluent European-Americans that the brunt of race-based preferences 
falls primarily on lower-middle and working class Whites. The reality 
is that affirmative action by elite institutions hurts upper-middle class 
White youth, and government loans and contract set-asides hurt 
White businessmen, to cite just two examples. 

Farron, sees the genesis of affirmative action in the efforts of certain 
colleges to limit enrollment of Jews in the early decades of the twenti- 
eth century. He devotes an entire chapter to developing this idea. Ac- 
cording to Farron, Jews have a high average IQ, thus as the children of 
the turn-of-the-century immigrants came of age, they flooded into 
elite northeastern colleges to the dismay of many non-Jewish students 
and administrators. To limit the inundation, certain Ivy League 
schools for the first time introduced non-academic criteria such as 
“character” and “leadership” for admission. Farron observes that such 
criteria as “character” and “overcoming adversity” are used today by 
affirmative action programs to admit Black and Hispanic students 
with low test scores. 

Of course the efforts of Columbia University to limit Jewish en- 
rollment in 1911 are not analogous to the race-based preferences that 
Columbia gives to non-Whites in 2011. In the earlier time, the Ivy 
League, a group of colleges founded by and for White Christians, was 
simply trying to preserve their institutions’ traditional culture. And it 
should go without saying that the feeble efforts of elite colleges to lim- 
it Jewish enrollment were largely ineffective even in the short term. 
Moreover, Harvard under President A. Lawrence Lowell in 1922 set a 
cap of 15% on Jewish enrollment, far higher than the percentage of 
Jews in the population. 

Accepting the author's claim that before efforts to curtail Jewish en- 
rollment, admission decisions by American colleges were made strict- 
ly on academic criteria requires credulity. Personal interviews and 
secondary school recommendations, both being in part subjective, 
were common components for college admission at the time. It is dif- 
ficult to believe that back in the 1890s a bright young graduate of a 
feeder school, the son of an alumnus whose father had donated gen- 
erously in time and money, would have no advantage over an equally 
bright son of a laborer with no previous connection to the college. 

Farron’s argument that the disproportionate number of Jews at- 
tending elite schools was simply the result of high group intelligence 
is also suspect. There is evidence indicating that even when taking in- 
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to account high average IQ Jews are over represented in higher educa- 
tion in general and elite institutions in particular.2_ Probably some- 
thing besides shear brainpower was displacing non-Jews with Jews 
during the period in question, and Farron’s own research offers one 
explanation. A 1908 report by Columbia University noted that the 
growing Jewish presence was perceived as a problem by prospective 
non-Jewish students and their parents because the college “had few 
social advantages and ... [offered] little opportunity for making 
friendships of permanent value.” (The Prettyman Report quoted by Far- 
ron on p. 26). Thus as Columbia accepted more Jewish students, many 
top non-Jewish students decided to go elsewhere.* 

It is Farron’s contention that college admission decisions should be 
based entirely on the results of standardized tests such as the SAT and 
that explicit racial quotas be implemented to divide up the available 
slots. He writes that the Ivies such as Columbia should have “estab- 
lished an explicit Jewish quota” (p. 30) as Harvard’s President Lowell 
did at his institution. Throughout the book he argues that explicit ra- 
cial quotas are the best way to make college admission and employ- 
ment decisions in a multiracial society. 

Unfortunately the author never describes in detail how such a quo- 
ta system would work. Elite private colleges such as Columbia are es- 
sentially national institutions. Would quotas be based on national 
population percentages? If so, the quota for Jews would be 2.2%.4 If 
Farron would accept such a limit for his group, he is indeed a man of 
principles. Of course the author can propose a quota system safe in 
the knowledge that it has no chance of being implemented in the fore- 
seeable future. More likely, Farron anticipates that Jews will be con- 
sidered White for purposes of affirmative action, in which case af- 





2 Internet writer/researcher “Ygegdrasil” compares ethnic group enrollment 
based on similar IQ at www.Whitenationalism.com/ div/ Diversity; see also See Kev- 
in MacDonald, “Jewish Overrepresentation at Elite Universities Explained.” The Occidental 
Observer, July 16, 2010. 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2010/07/kevin-macdonald-jewish- 
overrepresentation-at-elite-universities-explained/ 

3 “The summer hotel that is ruined by admitting Jews meets its fate, not because 
the Jews it admits are of bad character, but because they drive away the Gentiles.... 
A similar thing happened in the case of Columbia College.” Abbott Lawrence Low- 
ell, President of Harvard University (1909-1933), quoted p. 35. 

4 The Jewish percent of the US population according to the Jewish Virtual Library 
www Jjewishvirtuallibrary.org /vitalstitistics. 
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firmative action would have minimal effect on Jews, as is the case 
now. 

Farron does not analyze how and why anti-White discrimination 
became so entrenched in a majority-White country. He notes that pub- 
lic opinion surveys have shown that a “large majority of Americans 
oppose and resent” affirmative action (p. 143), yet the support for af- 
firmative action runs through academe to big business to government 
and NGOs. 

Because the author does not deal with these issues further this re- 
viewer will supply some analysis. Affirmative action is part of the 
elite consensus because is serves a congruency of interests. In a simpli- 
fied paradigm, the Left supports affirmative action as part of a larger 
strategy of White dispossession and cultural destruction. Non-Whites 
have assumed the role of the proletariat, while White people, regard- 
less of class, are now the bourgeois opposition. On the other end of 
the spectrum, the “long hot summers” of the mid- to late-1960s con- 
vinced the establishment Right to adopt the shortsighted policy of af- 
firmative action as a form of racial patronage to buy ethnic peace and 
preserve a status quo from which they gain tremendous wealth and 
power. A heavy overlay of White guilt and timidity cements this Left- 
Right deal. The interests of the White middle and working classes are 
not represented in this arrangement, although the Right pays lip ser- 
vice to certain traditional cultural values such as opposition to gay 
marriage as a sop to White voters. Hopefully these odd bedfellows — 
this marriage of convenience between Left and Right — will soon end 
in divorce court. 

This brings us back to the issue posed at the beginning of this re- 
view: Farron’s point that affirmative action is meant to solve “the per- 
ceived problem of the unequal success of ethnic and/or racial 
groups.” This implies that the unequal achievements of different racial 
groups in a multiracial society could be perceived or interpreted in an 
unproblematic way — that there is some workable formula, such as 
explicit quotas, that is objective, transparent and seen as fair while still 
maintaining high standards. 

It seems very doubtful that there is such an objective way of deal- 
ing with ethnic issues in the American Empire. Although relative calm 
prevails today, the situation is volatile. The present state is so unnatu- 
ral it can only be maintained by increasing levels of propaganda and 
increasingly strict laws against “hate.” If some group such as the Tea 
Party could blow the lid off the affirmative action swindle it would be 
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a big step toward White instauration. This will only happen if middle 
Americans become much more militant in defending their interests. 

The present system is based upon the belief that all ethnic groups 
have equal potential for achievement and that races are essentially so- 
cial constructs without a firm basis in human biology. The official ide- 
ology is that while individuals may differ in intelligence and charac- 
ter, large groups of people (i.e., races and ethnic groups) do not. Alt- 
hough the present policy of affirmative action operates on a system of 
goals, benchmarks, and unofficial racial quotas, it is imperative for the 
administrators of AA that the illusion be maintained that everyone is 
being treated as a unique individual. Implementing explicit racial 
quotas would mean the end of the charade of multicultural individu- 
alism and with it the end of the present elite consensus. It would mark 
the beginning of an unambiguous identity politics in the US in which 
all ethnic groups openly compete for a larger slice of the pie. This 
would be a welcome development not as an end in itself but as a tran- 
sition to a European-American ethnostate. Without the acquiescence 
of the White majority to the present system of racial patronage and 
racial dispossession, the present mosaic cannot hold together. 


Nelson Rosit holds a doctorate in history and writes from the 
upper Midwest. 
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